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

No. 94-20046
Summary Cal endar

NORMVAN HARMON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
METROPOLI TAN TRANSI T AUTHORI TY, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Sout hern District of Texas
(CA H 93-2119)

(July 15, 1994)

Bef ore GARWOOD, HI G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, Circuit Judges.”’
PER CURI AM

Appellant's brief wholly fails to even approach substanti al
conpliance with this court's rules, contains no citations to the
record and fails to address the stated bases for the district
court's ruling (or the formof the judgnent). The district court

concluded that because appellee Metropolitan Transit Authority

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar 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
shoul d not be publi shed.



(MIFA) is a "political subdivision" within the neaning of 29 U S. C
8 152(2) there was no jurisdiction under 29 U S. C. 8§ 185 of the
suit against it. This conclusion is required by our holding in
Nobl es v. Metropolitan Transit Authority, No. 92-2931, 5th Gr.
January 11, 1994 (unpublished). Aside fromsection 185, no other
possi bl e basis of federal court subject matter jurisdiction as to
the clains against MTAis shown. As to appellee Local Union No.
260 of the Transport W rkers Union of Anerica, AFL-CIO (the
Union), it asserts, and appell ant does not deny, that it represents
only MIA enpl oyees and deals only with MIA, and it woul d hence not
appear to be a "labor organization" under 29 U S.C. 8§ 152(5), and
thus there would appear to be no jurisdiction as to it wunder
section 185, as the district court held, and, again, no other
possi bl e basis of federal court subject matter jurisdiction as to
the clainms against the Union is shown. |n any event, the suit was
plainly barred by limtations, as the district court alternatively
hel d. Appellant nmakes a brief passing reference to a prior suit
(apparently on the sanme clains against the sanme parties, though
that is not made clear) having been dism ssed w thout prejudice;
but it is settled that a suit dism ssed wi thout prejudi ce does not
interrupt the running of the statute of limtations as to a later
filed suit, even one on the sane clains against the sane parties.

Accordi ngly,

Appel lant's "Mdtion To Prohibit And Reinstate" is DEN ED;, and

The district court's judgnent is AFFI RVED



