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

No. 93-3064
Summary Cal endar

LARRY D. BENO T,
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
V.
STATE OF LOUI SI ANA PAROLE BOARD, ET AL.

Respondent s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
(CA 92 592A M)

(Sept enber 22, 1993)

Bef ore GARWOOD, JONES, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.”’
EDITH H JONES, G rcuit Judge:

Petitioner Larry Benoit appeals the dismssal of his
section 1983 action under 28 U . S.C. § 1915(d). W affirm

In 1990, Benoit was convicted by a Louisiana court and
was sentenced to serve two years. After his release, he filed this
action under 42 U S.C. § 1983. The mmgi strate judge recommended
di sm ssal of the suit as frivolous, and the district court adopted

the magi strate judges report and di sm ssed the action.

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



In his brief, Benoit conplains that the district court's
failure to grant him a stay prevented his appearance at his
schedul ed Spears hearing on Septenber 18, 1992. He states that all
he seeks is a Spears hearing, nonetary damages, and state funds to
pay for counseling and therapy he wants to receive.

Benoit has not presented any argunents or citation of
authority to support his requests to this Court for ultimate
relief. For that reason, the Court should not now consider his

requests. Thonpkins v. Belt, 828 F.2d 298, 302 (5th G r. 1987).

Benoit does argue that it was "m sconduct" for the nagi strate judge
to provide himless than reasonable notice of the Spears hearing.
Even if he was entitled to better notice, however, Benoit has not
shown that he could have testified to facts at the hearing that
woul d have denonstrated that his clains are not frivol ous.

For the assigned reasons, the judgnent of the district

court 1s AFFI RVED



