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MASSOOD DANESH PAJOCH,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JEFFERY J. BOBCOK; MELI NDA HARMON, United States District

Judge, for the Southern District of Texas Houston D vision;

Rl CHARD KUNI ANSKY, Kuni ansky Karahan & Rozan, sued individually
and in his firm JERRY EE SMTH, individually, and as Crcuit
Judge for United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Grcuit;
EDI TH JONES, Individually and as Circuit Judge for the

United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Crcuit; EMLIO
GARZA, Individually and as G rcuit Judge for the United

States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Grcuit; JOHN DOE;

THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FI FTH CI RCUI T;

THE UNI TED STATES JUSTI CE DEPARTMENT; THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT
COURT HOUSTON Di VI SI ON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H-02-CV-1799

Before JOLLY, WENER, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~
Massood Danesh Paj ooh, forner federal prisoner # 72872-079 and

a detainee at the Tensas Parish Detention Center, appeals the

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



dism ssal of his Bivens™ action for lack of subject mtter
jurisdiction and for failure to state a claim FED. R Cv. P.
12(b) (1), (6). Pajooh challenges the district court’s dism ssal of
his clains against the district court judge, the judges of this
court, the Assistant United States Attorney, and his retained
counsel . He also argues that the district court should have
granted declaratory relief and should have rel eased him on bond
pendi ng the Bivens action.

Paj ooh does not brief the issue of the district court’s
di sm ssal of his clains against the district court case manager as
barred by absolute immunity; the issue of the dismssal of his
cl ai s agai nst the Departnent of Justice and the federal courts; or
the i ssue of the dism ssal of his conspiracy clainms. Those clains

are abandoned. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th

Cr. 1993); Fe. R Aprp. P. 28(a)(9). Pajooh has al so abandoned the
i ssue of the court’s dismssal of his clains for danages as barred

by Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477 (1994).

The district court did not err in dismssing Pajooh’ s clains
agai nst the district court judge, the judges of this court, and the

Assistant United States Attorney as barred by absolute immunity.

See Mays v. Sudderth, 97 F.3d 107, 110-11 (5th Gr. 1996); Boyd v.
Bi ggers, 31 F.3d 279, 284-85 (5th Cr. 1994).

" Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned Agents, 403 U. S. 388 (1971).
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Pursuant to Heck, 512 U S. 477 (1994), Pajooh’s clains against

retai ned counsel Kuni ansky have not accrued. Stephenson v. Reno,

28 F.3d 26, 27-28 (5th Gr. 1994). Moreover, retained trial

counsel was not acting under color of state |aw. See Mlls wv.

Cimnal Dist. Court No. 3, 837 F.2d 677, 679 (5th Gr. 1988).

Decl aratory relief is not available to attack a federal as the

i nproper result of a violation of civil rights. See Johnson v.

Onion, 761 F. 2d 224, 225-26 (5th Cr. 1985). The issue of Pajooh’s
rel ease pending the Bivens action is noot. Pajooh’s notion for a
change of venue is DEN ED

AFFI RVED.



