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

No. 99-11043
Conf er ence Cal endar

BARRY E. JOHNSON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
TEXAS WORKFORCE COW SSI ON

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 7:99-CV-66

 April 12, 2000
Bef ore WENER, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Barry E. Johnson has filed an application for |eave to

proceed in forma pauperis (“IFP’) on appeal, follow ng the

district court’s dismssal for failure to state a claimof his

| awsuit asserting he was wongfully deni ed unenpl oynent benefits
by the Texas Workforce Conm ssion and Conm ssi oner Ron Lehman.
By noving for |IFP, Johnson is challenging the district court’s
certification that | FP status should not be granted on appeal

because his appeal is not taken in good faith. See Baugh v.

Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th Gr. 1997).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Johnson’s clains are barred by the El eventh Amendnent. See

Puerto Ri co Aqueduct and Sewer Auth. v. Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., 506

U S 139, 144 (1993); Ysleta Sur Pueblo v. Raney, F.3d |

2000 W. 596, *3 (5th Gr. 2000); Daigle v. GQulf State Uilities

Co., Local Union Nunber 2286, 794 F.2d 974, 980 (5th G r. 1986).

Hi s appeal is wthout arguable nerit and is thus frivol ous. See

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

Accordi ngly, we uphold the district court’s order certifying that
the appeal is not taken in good faith, we DENY the notion for
| eave to appeal IFP, and we DI SM SS Johnson’ s appeal as
frivolous. See Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n.24; 5THCQR R 42.2.
Johnson’s notion for a default judgnent is DEN ED

| FP MOTI ON DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED; MOTI ON FOR DEFAULT
JUDGMENT DENI ED



