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

No. 92-5676
(Summary Cal endar)

KENNETH KOYM and
TENANTS/ OTHERS | NJURED

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus
PHI LIP A NEIL, individually
and as an officer of the court
and as | egal counsel for
Paragon Group, Inc., Et A .

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
(SA-92-CV-7)

(April 20, 1993)
Before KING DAVIS, and WENER, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM:
In this federal civil rights lawsuit, Plaintiff-Appellant
Kenneth  Hoym both individually and as attenpted class
representative, appeals the district court's grant of sunmary

judgnment in favor of Defendants-Appellees Philip A Neal et al.

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



The district court obviously devoted considerable tine and effort
to confecting its detailed and cogent analysis of this frivol ous
litigation. That court then concluded its task by 1) granting
summary judgnent in favor of all defendants, 2) dism ssing wth
prejudice all of Hoym s cl ai ns agai nst the various defendants, and
3) assessing a total of $2,400 as sanctions under Fed. R Cv. P
11 (and dismssing with prejudice Hoyms state |aw clains under
Rule 11).

After a thorough de novo review of the record and the briefs
submtted by the parties, we have determ ned that "no genui ne i ssue
of material fact has been properly raised by [Hoyn], and . . . no
error of law appears."? Satisfied that the district court's
detailed and craftsmanli ke analysis of the facts and the |ega
argunents in the instant case,?2 and the explanation therein
contained, nore than justifies that court's disposition of the

clains presented, we conclude that nothing would be gai ned (other

! Walker v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 853 F.2d 355, 358 (5th
Cir. 1988).

2 Only one point of clarification is appropriate. The
district court relied on Leatherman v. Tarrant County Narcotics
Intelligence & Coordination Unit, 954 F.2d 1054, 1058 (5th Cr.
1992), rev'd, 1993 W 52174 (Mar. 3, 1993), and thus Pal ner v.
Gty of San Antonio, 810 F.2d 514, 516 (5th Gr. 1987), for the
proposition that Hoym could be held to a hei ghtened pl eadi ng
requi renment concerning his municipal liability clains against
Bexar County. Since the district court issued its opinion,
however, the hei ghtened pl eading requi renent for nunici pal
liability has been struck down by the Suprene Court. Leathernman,
1993 WL 52174. As here the hei ghtened pl eadi ng requirenment
ruling was nerely alternative))Hoym produced no sumrary judgnent
evi dence what soever to denonstrate nunicipal liability))the
district court's instant holding is unaffected by the Court's
reversal of Leathernman.




than the waste of additional judicial resources) by attenpting
further to explain to Hoym why his clains have no nerit. e
therefore adopt the findings and holding of the district court as
our own.

Additionally, we find that the district court properly awarded
sanctions to defendants under Rule 11. Hoym shoul d be aware that
when we "determ ne that an appeal is frivolous, [we] nmay award j ust
damages and single or double costs to the appellee."® Enough is
enough. In an effort to convince Hoym that he and the class he
purports to represent have no cause of action, however, we caution
Hoymthat any effort to continue the prosecution of these neritless
clains will expose himto the full panoply of sanctions at our
di sposal

For the reasons expl ai ned above, this appeal is

DI SM SSED.

 FeEb. R Arp. P. 38.



