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Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the
Northern District of Texas, Lubbock
5: 00- CV- 255-C

Oct ober 4, 2002
Before SMTH and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges, and ENGELHARDT",
District Judge.
PER CURI AM **

Plaintiff-Appellant Olie Johnson appeals from an adverse
summary judgnent dismssing his federal civil rights clains and
Texas state |aw cl ai ns agai nst appellees. The parties agree that
Johnson’ s separ ate appeal froman order awardi ng costs to appel |l ees
is dependent on Johnson’s successful appeal of the sunmary
j udgnent .

The controlling i ssue on this appeal dispositive of all clains
is the propriety of the district court’s conclusion that Johnson’s

April 26, 1999 rel ease agreenent in exchange for $100, 000 wai ved

all clains. Qur review of the record and argunents advanced | ead

"District Judge of the Eastern District of Louisiana, sitting
by desi gnati on.

“Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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to the inescapable conclusion that the district court correctly
concluded that the release was effective to preclude Johnson’s
claimand that there was no summary j udgnment proof that woul d raise
a fact issue that the settlenent was not voluntary or procured by
fraud or duress. Accordingly, the judgnment of the district court

i s AFFI RMVED.



