
     *  Local Rule 47.5 provides:
"The publication of opinions that have no precedential value and merely decide particular cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of law imposes needless expense on the public and burdens on the
legal profession."
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determined that this opinion should not be published.
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PER CURIAM:*

Appellant James Henry Herring appeals the dismissal of his 28
U.S.C. § 1915(d) civil rights suit brought against Judge Kenneth
Douglas, a Texas Court Judge.  Appellant's claims stem from the
actions of the state judge in conducting an extradition hearing.
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We AFFIRM.
Judicial officers are entitled to absolute immunity from

damages brought under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.  Except in the clear
absence of jurisdiction, "[a] judge will not be deprived of
immunity because the action he took was in error, was done
maliciously, or was in excess of his authority."  Stump v.
Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 356-57 (1978).  "[T]he scope of the judge's
jurisdiction must be construed broadly where the issue is the
immunity of the judge."  Id. at 356.

A review of the Texas Code reveals that Judge Douglas did have
some subject-matter jurisdiction over the case.  Tex. Code Crim.
Proc. Ann. art. 51.13 § 10 (West 1978) provides that Texas state
court judges are vested with the authority to conduct extradition
hearings.

Herring's allegations against Judge Douglas are based upon
Judge Douglas's actions in conducting an extradition hearing, which
is within the scope of his jurisdiction, thus affording him
absolute judicial immunity.  Judge Douglas did not act in the clear
absence of all jurisdiction.  See Stump, 435 U.S. at 356-57.
Herring's claim is based upon an indisputably meritless legal
theory and was thus properly dismissed with prejudice.  Graves v.
Hampton, 1 F.3d 315, 319 (5th Cir. 1993).  The district court did
not abuse its discretion by dismissing Herring's complaint pursuant
to § 1915(d).

Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED.


