IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-10484
I N RE: PAI GE B. BAYQOUD,
PHLLI P S. BAYQOUD,
Appel | ant,
ver sus
JEFFERY H M MS, ETAL.,
Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(3:99-CV-222-D)

Decenber 27, 1999
Before DAVIS, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM:

Phillip Bayoud (“Bayoud”) appeals fromthe district court’s
order affirmng the bankruptcy court’s order denying Bayoud's
motion to renove and disqualify appellee Jeffery H Mns, the
Trustee in the estate of Bayoud s brother Paige B. Bayoud (“M ns”),
the Trustee’'s counsel, and counsel’s law firm Because it is
patently frivol ous, Bayoud s appeal is dismssed. See Local Rule
42.2; Buck v. Unites States, 967 F.2d 1060, 1063 (5th G r. 1992).

Bayoud has also filed a nunber of equally incoherent and

Pursuant to 5th CGr. R 47.5, the court has determ ned t hat
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5th Gr. R 47.5.4.



frivolous notions with this court. W DENY: 1) Bayoud’ s notion for
sanction of $100, 000 agai nst M ns; 2) Bayoud’s “objection to [ M ns]
for lack of standing in interference in the corporation,” which we
treat as a notion to dismss Mns as an appel lee; and 3) Bayoud s
motion to strike Mns’ brief. W also DENY AS MOOT: 1) Bayoud’s
“notion to keep the reply brief as it is,” which we construe as a
motion to file Bayoud' s reply brief in its present form and 2)
Bayoud’s “notion for leave to file Supplenent Record,” which we
construe as a notion to supplenent the record on appeal.

Finally, we DENY M ns’ notion for sanctions agai nst Bayoud in
the anmount of $50, 000. Mms has failed to explain the | egal
grounds on which he seeks sanctions, and has failed entirely to
support the $50,000 figure. While we invoke our discretion not to
i npose sanctions in this instance, see Montgonery v. United States,
933 F.2d 348, 349 (5th Cr. 1991), we warn Bayoud that sanctions
can be inposed for the filing of frivolous appeals such as this
one. See FED. R APP.P.38. Further vexations filings from Bayoud,
i ncl udi ng any frivol ous petition for rehearing, will subject Bayoud
to nonetary sanctions. See Wllians v. Phillips PetroleumCo., 23

F.3d 930, 941 (5th Cr. 1994).



