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

No. 95-40674
Conf er ence Cal endar

DAVI D STARKS-EL, and all others
simlarly situated,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA, STATE OF,
LOU SI ANA, STATE OF TEXAS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:95-CV-239
(Cct ober 18, 1995)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

David Starks-El filed a pro se, in fornma pauperis civil

rights conplaint, 42 U S.C. § 1983, against the United States and
the states of Texas and Loui siana seeki ng declaratory and
injunctive relief. The district court dism ssed the conplaint as

frivol ous.

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that this opinion should not be published.
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In the absence of consent to be sued, the El eventh Amendment

bars suit against a state. Cronen v. Texas Dep't of Human Serv.,

977 F.2d 934, 937 (5th Cr. 1992). This jurisdictional bar
applies regardless of the nature of the relief sought. |[d.
Starks-El has not denonstrated that either Texas or Loui siana
consented to be sued. The district court properly dismssed the
cl ai ns agai nst these defendants as barred by the El eventh
Amendnment .

The doctrine of sovereign immunity renders the United States
imune fromsuit except as the United States has consented to be

sued. Wllianson v. United States Dep't of Agric., 815 F.2d 368,

373 (5th Gr. 1987). A constitutional claimagainst the United
States is barred by the doctrine of sovereign immunity. MAfee

v. 5th Grcuit Judges, 884 F.2d 221, 223 (5th Gr. 1989), cert.

deni ed, 493 U. S. 1083 (1990). Starks-El has not denonstrated
that the United States has consented to be sued; he cannot bring
his constitutional clainms against the United States.

This appeal is without arguable nerit and thus frivol ous.

Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Because

the appeal is frivolous, it wll be dismssed. 5th Gr. R 42. 2.
We caution Starks-El that any additional frivolous appeals filed
by himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of sanctions.
To avoid sanctions, Starks-El is further cautioned to review all
pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise argunents that
are frivol ous because they have been previously decided by this
court.

Appeal DI SM SSED.



