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

No. 95-10900
Conf er ence Cal endar

WLLIE LOU S EVERI TT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

EVERETT YOUNG Judge, 297th District Court,
Tarrant County, Texas,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:95-CV-573-Y
, ~ April 18, 1996
Bef ore DUHE, DeMOSS, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

This is an appeal fromthe district court’s dism ssal of
appellant’s 42 U. S.C. § 1983 action as frivol ous under 28 U. S. C
8§ 1915(d). Appellant argues that the state court judge failed to
provide himwith a trial record and transcript, thereby denying
hi m access to the courts. Appellant seeks damages and
declaratory and injunctive relief requiring appellee to provide
himwith the trial record and transcripts because he is indigent.

“Judicial officers are entitled to absolute imunity from clains

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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for damages arising out of acts perforned in the exercise of

their judicial functions.” Boyd v. Biggers, 31 F.3d 279, 284

(5th Gr. 1994). Appellant’s claimfor declaratory and
injunctive relief anbunts to a request for a wit of mandanus
agai nst a state official which is not authorized by § 1983. See
Moye v. Cerk, DeKalb County Superior Court, 474 F.2d 1275, 1276

(5th Gr. 1973).

We have reviewed the record, the district court’s opinion
and appellant’s brief, and conclude that appellant has failed to
raise a constitutional issue. Appellant’s appeal is frivol ous

and is DISM SSED. Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr

1983); see 5th Cr. R 42.2. W caution appellant that any
additional frivolous appeals filed by himw Il invite the

i nposition of sanctions. To avoid sanctions, appellant is
further cautioned to review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that
they do not raise argunents that are frivol ous because they have
been previously decided by this court.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED



