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As Judge Hittner’s opinion notes, Parker, the attorney-
appel l ant here, has been a party to many | awsuits and proceedi ngs
in state courts, bankruptcy court and federal district court. 1In
t he appeal before us, he is attenpting to overcone the bankruptcy
court’s ruling that a case he attenpted to pursue in state court in
Gal veston was barred by the doctrines of res judicata and

coll ateral estoppel. Parker raises only three issues on appeal:

Pursuant to 5TH C/R. R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the linted
circunstances set forth in 5THCOR R 47.5.4.



the propriety of the renoval; the bankruptcy court’s refusal to
abstain; and the bankruptcy court’s summary dismssal of his
clains. These issues are easily resol ved.

Al t hough the notice of renoval was directed to the wong
di vision of the Southern District of Texas, defendants renoved the
case from state court to the bankruptcy court intending that it
should be handled by Judge G eendyke, who is presiding over
Par ker’ s personal bankruptcy. Any error in failing to file the
noti ce of appeal in the Gal veston rather than the Houston divi sion,
in both of which Judge Greendyke is an active judge, is nerely
techni cal and bears on venue rather than the bankruptcy court’s
jurisdiction. Simlarly, any defect in notice of the renoval filed
wth the Gal veston state court is non-jurisdictional and factually
unsubst anti at ed.

The bankruptcy court did not abuse his discretion in
failing to abstain fromhearing this case, which bears on an asset
all egedly belonging to the debtor’s estate and replicates a nunber
of previous clains asserted by Parker and rejected in the
bankruptcy court.

Finally, the bankruptcy court warned Parker as early as
its Septenber, 1996 hearing, that the clains he asserted in the
Gal vest on case appeared to be barred by res judi cata and col | ateral
est oppel . The court repeated this belief in the Novenber
schedul i ng hearing. Parker was on anple notice that the court was
considering these issues, and he had plenty of tine to brief them

before the court’s final order denying reconsi derati on was enter ed.
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No reversible error is shown in any of the bankruptcy court’s
rulings or in the district court’s opinion affirmng them

AFF| RMED.



