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PER CURIAM:*

ERIC CANTRELL HOLMES (HOLMES), the alleged corporate entity

of which Eric Cantrell Holmes (Holmes), Texas prisoner # 78102,

is the authorized representative, appeals the district court’s

dismissal of this 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action as frivolous and for

failure to state a claim.  HOLMES also appeals the district

court’s denial of a FED. R. CIV. P. 59(e) motion to alter or

amend the judgment.  
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HOLMES contends that the district court erred by failing to

recognize it as a corporate entity separate and apart from

Holmes.  HOLMES asserts that Janie Cockrell, the Director of the

Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Institutional Division, is

violating its contractual rights by enforcing two judgments of

conviction against Holmes.  The appellant’s implied contention is

that Holmes should be relieved of criminal liability under the

terms of his contract with HOLMES.    

Even assuming that HOLMES exists as a corporate entity, we

find that these arguments are frivolous.  Neither Holmes nor any

corporate entity could create an enforceable contract to avoid

the criminal liability stemming from the two judgments of

conviction against Holmes, the validity of which the appellant

does not question.  Cf. Palma v. Verex Assurance, Inc., 79 F.3d

1453, 1462-63 (5th Cir. 1996); In re T.M., 33 S.W.3d 341, 347

(Tex. App. 2000). 

DISMISSED AS FRIVOLOUS.   


