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

No. 99-10930
Summary Cal endar

Bl LL STEPHENS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

MARY LOU ROBI NSQON, Judge;

CLI NTON E. AVERI TTE, Judge;

NFN BARKSDALE, Judge; JERRY

L. BUCHVEYER, Judge; SAM R

CUW NGS, Judge; NFN DAVI S,

Judge, NFN JOLLY, Judge;

EDI TH HOLLAN JONES, Judge;

NFN KI NKS, Judge; NFN PCLI TZ, Judge;
NFN REALLEY, Judge; NFN SM TH, Judge;
NFN STEWART, Judge; NFN W ENER
Judge; NANCY DOHERTY, Court

d erk,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:99-CV-50

 June 8, 2000
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Bill Stephens, proceeding pro se, argues that the district
court abused its discretion in dismssing as frivolous his clains
agai nst ten judges of this court, three district court judges, a

magi strate judge, and a United States district court clerk based

on absolute imunity. Stephens argues that the defendants are

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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not absolutely inmmune fromliability for damages because they
commtted acts outside of their judicial capacity in dismssing
his conplaints and affirmng their dismssals.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in
di sm ssing the clains against the judges and the nagi strate judge

based on absolute imunity. See Stunp v. Sparkman, 435 U S. 349,

356-57 (1978). The district court did not abuse its discretion
in dismssing the clains agai nst the clerk because his
al l egations against the clerk were conclusional and patently

frivolous. See Tarter v. Hury, 646 F.2d 1010, 1013 (5th GCr.

1981) .
Because the appeal raises no nonfrivolous issues, it is

DI SM SSED. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th G

1983); 5th Gr. R 42.2. W caution Stephens that the filing or
prosecution of frivolous appeals wll subject himto sanctions.
St ephens shoul d review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that they
are not frivol ous.

Al l outstanding notions are DEN ED

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED; ALL OUTSTANDI NG
MOTI ONS DENI ED.



