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

No. 95-60219
Summary Cal endar

JAMES BERNARD LAWSON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JERRY BLANKENSHI P, Detecti ve,
Clinton Police Departnent,
Cinton, Mssissippi; WLLI AMJ. JOHNSON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC Nos. 3:93-CV-654 & 3:93-Cv-314
Novenber 3, 1995
Before KING SM TH, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

This is the appeal of the grant of summary judgnent for
Jerry Bl ankenship and Judge WIlliamJ. Johnson in the appellant's
civil rights action against them The appellant contends that
the magi strate judge erred by granting sunmary judgenent w thout

gi ving him adequate notice; hol ding Johnson absol utely i mmune

fromsuit; holding Blankenship qualifiedly inmune; failing to

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that 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that this opinion should not be published.



address his conspiracy contentions; granting sumrary judgnent
before the defendants responded to his interrogatories; and
i nproperly inducing himto waive his right to a jury trial. He
al so contends that the magistrate judge was bi ased agai nst him
The appeal is frivolous. First, we have reviewed the record
and the district court's opinion and find no reversible error
regarding the imunity of Bl ankenship and Johnson. Second,
Johnson and Bl ankenshi p gave the appell ant adequate notice of
their sunmary judgnent notion when they served the notion on him
FED. R CQv. P. 56(c); see Enplanar, Inc. v. Marsh, 11 F.3d 1284,
1293 n. 11 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 312 (1994).
Third, the nmagistrate judge's failure to address conspiracy
contentions was harnml ess error. The appellant has failed to
brief adequately any underlying substantive constitutional
violations for appeal, see Pfannsteil v. Cty of Marion, 918 F.2d
1178, 1187 (5th Gr. 1990), and thus could not prevail on appea
on his conspiracy contentions even had the nagi strate judge
considered them Fourth, Blankenship and Johnson responded to
the interrogatories. The contention regardi ng those
interrogatories therefore lacks a factual basis. Fifth, because
the magi strate judge granted summary judgnent, the contention
regardi ng waiver of his right to trial is noot. Rocky v. King,
900 F.2d 864, 867 (5th GCr. 1990). Sixth, the appellant has not
denonstrated that the nmagistrate judge was biased agai nst him
Finally, Lawson previously has been warned by this court

that he may be sanctioned for filing further frivol ous pl eadi ngs.



Accordingly, he is barred fromfiling any pro se, in form
pauperis, civil appeal in this court, or any pro se, in form
pauperis, initial civil pleading in any court which is subject to
this court's jurisdiction, without the advance witten perm ssion
of a judge of the forumcourt or of this court; the clerk of this
court and the clerks of all federal district courts in this
Circuit are directed to return to Lawson, unfiled, any attenpted
subm ssion i nconsistent wwth this bar.

APPEAL DI SM SSED. See 5TH QR R 42. 2.



