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

No. 98-10356
Summary Cal endar

W LLI AM PERRY LORD

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
ALAN ALBRI GHT; GERALD CARRUTH
JI MW SKI NNER; ALBERT SANCHEZ;
JEANNI LE BOLTON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:97-CV-1593-G

Decenber 30, 1998
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM JONES, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

WIlliamPerry Lord appeals the district court’s grant of
summary judgnent in favor of Alan Al bright, Gerald Carruth, Jinmmy
Skinner, Al bert Sanchez (federal defendants) and Jeannile Bolton.
Lord argues that the district court erred in failing to address

his claimbased on United States v. Voda, 994 F.2d 149, 152-54

(5th Gr. 1993). Because Lord's claimwould necessarily inply

the invalidity of his sentence, his claimis barred by Heck v

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Hunphrey, 512 U. S. 477, 486-87 (1994).

Lord argues that the district court judge commtted a
m sprision of a felony because the court did not report the
defendants’ alleged crimnal violations to an appropriate
i nvestigator. Lord has not shown that the federal defendants
violated any crimnal statutes. Further, the district court
judge has absolute imunity for his actions taken in his official

capacity. See Mays v. Sudderth, 97 F.3d 107, 110 (5th Cr.

1996) .

Lord argues that the district court erred in granting a
summary judgnent in favor of the federal defendants and Bol ton.
We have reviewed the record and Lord's brief and have determ ned
that Lord has not identified any error in the district court’s

grant of summary judgnent. Lord v. Albright, No. 3:97-CV-1593-G

(N.D. Tex. January 16, 1998). Lord s appeal fails to present an

i ssue of arguable nerit and is therefore frivolous. See Howard

v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). The appeal is

DI SM SSED as frivolous. See 5th CGr. R 42.2. Lord is advised
that future frivol ous appeals filed by himor on his behalf wll
invite the inposition of sanctions. Lord is also advised to
review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise
frivol ous issues.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED



