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

No. 00-11349
Conf er ence Cal endar

ANTONI O SEPEDA

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
LEE WATERS, District Judge, 223rd District,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:00-CV-349

 April 10, 2001
Before JOLLY, H G3E NBOTHAM and JONES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ant oni 0 Sepeda, Texas prisoner nunber 469585, has appeal ed
the district court's judgnent dismssing his civil rights
conplaint as frivolous under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B), on
grounds that the defendant, a state district judge, is entitled
to absolute imunity fromsuit. Sepeda argues correctly that his
conplaint did not request an award of nonetary danages and,

accordi ngly, should not have been dism ssed on grounds of

judicial imunity. See Chrissy F. by Medley v. Mss. Dep't of

Pub. Welfare, 925 F. 2d 844, 849 (5th Gr. 1991). Although the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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district court erred in relying upon the doctrine of judicial
immunity, it did not err in dismssing the conplaint as
frivol ous.

Sepeda contended in his conplaint that his civil rights were
vi ol at ed because Judge Waters denied his notion for appoi nt nent
of counsel. Sepeda requested declaratory and injunctive relief.
In essence, Sepeda's conplaint requested review of Judge Waters's
order. "[L]itigants may not obtain review of state court actions
by filing conplaints about those actions in |ower federal courts

cast in the formof civil rights suits.” Hale v. Harney, 786

F.2d 688, 691 (5th Gr. 1986); see District of Colunbia Court of

Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462, 482 n.16 (1983). The conpl ai nt

was legally frivolous and the district court |acked jurisdiction
to grant the relief requested. See Hale, 786 F.2d at 691; see
also Fed. R Gv. P. 12(h)(3). Accordingly, we hold that the
district court did not abuse its discretion in dismssing the

conplaint as frivolous. See Berry v. Brady, 192 F.3d 504, 507

(5th Gr. 1999)(standard of review). The district court's
judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



