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PER CURIAM:"

Michael A. James, a former state pretrial detainee and current federal
pretrial detainee, appeals the district court’s dismissal of his civil rights
action as duplicative and thus malicious and frivolous pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 1915A(b)(2).

An action may be dismissed as malicious and frivolous if it duplicates
claims raised by the same plaintiff in a previous or pending litigation. See
Shakouri v. Dayis, 923 F.3d 407, 410 (5th Cir. 2019); Pittman v. Moore, 980
F.2d 994, 994-95 (5th Cir. 1993); Bailey v. Johnson, 846 F.2d 1019, 1021 (5th
Cir. 1988). With regard to the district court’s decision, James concedes that
his claims are duplicative but contends that they are neither malicious nor
frivolous. However, we find no error in the district court’s determination
that the complaint, which involved “the same series of events” and
contained allegations of “many of the same facts” as James’s three prior 42
U.S.C. § 1983 suits, was duplicative and thus malicious and frivolous. Bazley,
846 F.2d at 1021.

Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED.
James is WARNED that sanctions may be issued in response to future
frivolous filings. James is also REMINDED that he remains subject to 28
U.S.C. §1915(g) and thus is barred from proceeding in any civil action or
appeal filed in a court of the United States while he is incarcerated or
detained in any facility unless he is under imminent danger of serious physical

injury.

" This opinion is not designated for publication. See 5TH CIR. R. 47.5.



