UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98-1205

NI KHI L DESAI ,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
DI STRICT OF COLUMBI A; SUPERI OR COURT OF THE
DI STRICT OF COLUMBI A, PAUL E. WEBBER, CURTI S
VON KANN; SCHANTA JONES, United States Deputy
Marshal ; TODD DI LLARD, United States Marshal

Servi ce,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Alexandria. T.S. Ellis, I'll, D strict Judge.
(CA-97-1686- A

Subm tted: Decenber 15, 1998 Deci ded: January 11, 1999

Bef ore W DENER, MJURNAGHAN, and ERVIN, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Ni khil Desai, Appellant Pro Se. Ri chard Parker, OFFICE OF THE
UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Al exandria, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Ni khil Desai appeals the district court’s order dism ssing his
conpl ai nt brought under 42 U.S.C. A, § 1983 (West Supp. 1998) and 42
US C 8§ 1985 (1994) and denying Desai’s notion to anend the com
plaint to allow suit against two U.S. Marshals in their individual
capacities. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinion and find no reversible error. The district court properly
found that an anmendnent to the conplaint would be futile because
the statute of |imtations, under both Virginia and District of
Col unbia I aw, woul d bar Desai’s clains against U S. Marshals Jones
and Dillard. The court also properly found that D strict of
Col unmbi a Judges Webber and von Kann are absolutely i nmune fromsuit
for damages arising out of their judicial actions. To the extent
that Desai seeks injunctive and declaratory relief, the district
court properly dism ssed Desai’s cl ai mbecause | ower federal courts
| ack jurisdictiontoreviewDi strict of Col unbia court proceedi ngs.

See 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1257 (1994); District of Colunbia Court of Appeals

v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462, 482 (1983). Accordingly, we affirm W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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