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Before JOLLY, WENER, and PICKERI NG G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Devendra Bansal appeals fromthe district court's denial of

in forma pauperis ("IFP") status and the dism ssal of two pro se

civil rights conplaints filed agai nst nunerous defendants. He

has also filed redundant notions to proceed | FP, for appoi ntnent

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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of counsel, and to reinstate appeal no. 04-20033. Bansal is a
citizen of India who was suspended from school in 1997 and
deported in May 2001 followi ng two m sdeneanor convictions for
harassnment in Texas. He has a |lengthy history of challenging his
convi ctions, suspension, and deportation in three different
district courts and in nunerous appeals via petitions for habeas
corpus and civil rights suits.”™ The instant appeals are the
| atest in Bansal's volum nous, repetitive litigation. Bansal's
nmotion to reinstate appeal no. 04-20033 is GRANTED. Bansal has
moved to consolidate appeal nos. 03-20625, 03-20638, and 04-
20033. Because those appeals share a common record, the notion
is GRANTED. W al so consolidate appeal no. 03-20788. See FED.
R App. P. 3(b)(2).

Bansal concedes that the instant conplaints he filed in the

Southern District of Texas, captioned Bansal v. INS and Bansal v.

Consul ate General of India, are duplicative of two conplaints he

filed in nearly identical litigation in the Eastern District of

Texas. We conclude that the instant appeals therefore | ack

" See, e.q., Bansal v. Warden, No. 00-41338 (5th Cir. Feb
21, 2002) (unpublished); Bansal v. Warden, No. 01-41454 (5th G
June 26, 2002) (unpublished); Bansal v. State of Texas, No. 02-
40540 (5th Cr. My 15, 2003) (unpublished); Bansal v. Warden, No.
03-41110 (5th CGr. March 16, 2004) (unpublished); Bansal v. State
of Texas, No. 03-40713 (5th Cr. March 18, 2004) (unpubli shed);
Bansal v. Lamar Univ., No. 02-41505 (5th G r. Feb. 25, 2004)
(unpublished); Bansal v. Orange Gty Mayor, No. 03-41110 (5th
Cr. March 16, 2004) (unpublished); Bansal v. Lamar Univ., No.
1:02-CV-710 (E.D. Tex. July 22, 2003); Bansal v. INS, No. 1:03-
Cv-357 (E.D. Tex. Aug. 8, 2003).
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arguable nerit and should be dism ssed as frivolous. See Howard

v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983); 5THAQR R 42.2; see

also Pittman v. Moore, 980 F.2d 994, 995 (5th Cr. 1993); WIson

v. Lynaugh, 878 F.2d 846, 850 (5th G r. 1989).

Al t hough he now seeks to have his Southern District of Texas
conplaints dismssed without prejudice to his pursuit of his
clainms in one of the Eastern District of Texas cases, the case to
which he refers was adm nistratively closed and is no | onger

pendi ng. See Bansal v. Lamar Univ., No. 1:02-CV-710 (E. D. Tex.

July 22, 2003). Moreover, Bansal has had an adverse judgnent on
simlar clains affirnmed by this court in yet another civil rights
case in the Eastern District of Texas, although we renmanded for
the district court to consider a single due process claimthat

the district court erroneously failed to consider. See Bansal v.

Lamar Univ., No. 02-41505 (5th CGr. Feb. 25, 2004).

Bansal has exhibited a pattern of filing repetitive suits

t hat abuses the judicial system See Farguson v. MBank Houst on,

N. A, 808 F.2d 358, 359-60 (5th G r. 1986). Bansal has not
clearly explained why he filed nearly identical suits in three
different district courts, i.e. the Southern and Eastern
Districts of Texas and the Eastern District of Louisiana. He has
been barred on at | east two occasions fromfiling further

pl eadings in the district court. See, e.q., Bansal v. Warden,

No. 1:00-CVv-307 (E.D. Tex. July 17, 2003); Bansal v. Consul ate
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Ceneral of India, No. H03-CVv-2502 (S.D. Tex. Nov. 20 2003). He

has al so continued to file redundant pleadings in this and other
cases despite warnings and orders fromthe district court and

this court. See, e.qg., Bansal v. Orange Gty Mayor, No. 03-41219

(5th Gr. Dec. 3, 2003) (unpublished); Bansal v. Warden, No. 03-

41110 (5th Cr. Mar. 16, 2004) (unpublished). He candidly
acknow edges that the instant appeals concern repetitive
conpl ai nts.

Bansal is ordered to show cause within 30 days why sanctions
shoul d not be inposed. See FED. R Arp. P. 38; Freeze v.

Giffith, 849 F.2d 172, 176 (5th Gr. 1988); Geen v. Carlson,

649 F.2d 285, 287 (5th Gr. 1981). Bansal is instructed that his
response to this order nust be limted to 15 pages and that no
portion of the response in excess of the limtation wll be
considered. No extensions of tine to respond will be granted.
MOTI ON TO RElI NSTATE GRANTED; MOTI ON TO CONSOLI DATE GRANTED,
APPEALS DI SM SSED; ALL OTHER OUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED;, SHOW

CAUSE ORDER | SSUED



