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

No. 98-40989
Summary Cal endar

ELI JAHW RATCLI FF, | ndivi dual | y and doi ng busi ness as Dunbar Bondi ng
Servi ce,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

JOHN S. HOLLEMAN, JR., District Attorney of Pol k County, Texas; BILL
RAY NELSON, Sherrif, Polk County, Texas; JOE NED DEAN, District
Judge, Pol k County, Texas; FRED EDWARDS, Di strict Judge, Pol k County,
Texas; STATE BAR OF TEXAS; STATE OF TEXAS; UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
EXECUTI VE DI RECTOR, State Bar of Texas,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:98-CV-93

April 30, 1999

Bef ore JOHNSON, DUHE, and STEWART, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

BElijah W Ratcliff appeals fromthe district court’s order granti ng
t he def endants’ notions to dism ss and for summary judgnent in his pro
se civil lawsuit alleging civil rights violations and ot her cl ai ns.

Wthrespect toall of the capti oned def endants ot her than Di stri ct
Judges Dean and Edwards and District Attorney Hol |l eman, the district

court did not err in concluding that Ratcliff’'s clains were res

Pursuant to 5th CR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and i s not precedent except under the
limted circunstances set forth in 5th QR R 47.5.4.



judicata. See Nagle v. Lee, 807 F.2d 435, 439 (5th Gr. 1987). In a

nearly identical lawsuit filed previously by Ratcliff, the district
court determnedthat Ratcliff’s clains were barred by the applicable
statutes of [imtations. Becausethis was afinal adjudicationonthe
merits for res judicata purposes, Ratcliff was not entitled to bring

those cl ai ns i n a subsequent suit. See Steve D. Thonpson Trucki ng, Inc.

v. Dorsey Trailers, Inc., 870 F.2d 1044, 1045-46 (5th Cr. 1989).

Judges Dean and Edwards were entitled to absolute judicial i munity

for the judicial acts attributed to themby Ratcliff. See Mays v.
Sudderth, 97 F.3d 107, 110-11 (5th Gr. 1996). Further, Ratliff’s
clains agai nst District Attorney Hol | eman were barred by t he appl i cabl e

Texas statute of limtations. See Cooper v. Brookshire, 70 F. 3d 377,

380, n.20 (5th Gr. 1995); H ckeyv. Irvinglndep. Sch. Dist., 976 F. 2d

980, 982 &n. 3 (5th Gr. 1992); Tex. Qv. PrRac. &REM CobE ANN. 8§ 16. 003
(West 1998).

Ratcliff’'s appeal isw thout nmerit andis frivolous. Accordingly,
t he appeal is DISM SSED. 5THCR R 42.2. We caution Ratcliff that any
additional appeals filed by himor on his behalf wll invite the
i nposi tion of sanctions. To avoi d sanctions, Ratcliff shoul drevi ewany
pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise frivol ous argunents.

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



