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

No. 93-3848
Conf er ence Cal endar

CURTI S BROUSSARD, ET AL.,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
C.M LENSING ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. CA-93-367-A-M
_ (May 17, 1994)

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE and EMLIO M GARZA, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Curtis Broussard, Donal Lee, Carlos Rubio, and Dougl as
Naqui n, all prisoners confined at the Hunt Correctional Center in
St. Gabriel, Louisiana, filed a civil rights action agai nst eight
war dens and other prison officials alleging multiple clains
relating to conditions of their confinenent.

The district court dismssed their conplaint with prejudice

as frivolous because it failed to plead specific facts alleging a

cogni zabl e constitutional violation.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that 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that this opinion should not be published.
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Prior to service, an | FP conplaint ordinarily may be
di sm ssed only under 28 U. S.C. § 1915(d) as frivolous. Holloway
v. Gunnell, 685 F.2d 150, 152 (5th G r. 1982). A 8§ 1983 action
that is dismssed under 8§ 1915(d) is reviewed for abuse of

di scretion. Ancar v. Sara Plasnma, Inc., 964 F.2d 465, 468 (5th

Cr. 1992).
Prisoner pro se 8 1983 pl eadings are construed liberally.

Wesson v. gl esby, 910 F.2d 278, 279 (5th Cr. 1990). Even a

liberally construed pro se civil rights conplaint, however, nust
set forth facts giving rise to a claimon which relief nmay be

granted. Levitt v. University of Texas at El Paso, 847 F.2d 221,

224 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 488 U S. 984 (1988).

A conplaint is frivolous if ""it lacks an arguabl e basis

either in lawor in fact.'" Parker v. Fort Wirth Police Dep't,

980 F.2d 1023, 1024 (5th Cr. 1993) (gquoting Denton v. Hernandez,

_us_ , 112 SSC. 1728, 1733-34, 118 L.Ed.2d 340 (1992)).

The Court is authorized by the IFP statute "to pierce the veil of
the conplaint's factual allegations if they are clearly

basel ess.” Ancar, 964 F.2d at 468.

The brief of the appellants anbunts to a nmani festo of what
they believe their rights to be, and offers no exanpl es of
particul ar violations that they as individuals or a group
experienced or specific actions taken by the defendants that
violated any of their rights. Cdainmants in 42 U S.C. § 1983 are
required to state specific facts and not nere conclusory

all egations. Brinkmann v. Johnston, 793 F.2d 111, 113 (5th Gr.

1986). There is no indication in the record, nor do the
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appel l ants provi de support for their assertion that the
magi strate judge relied upon his personal views or was biased in
his treatnment of their case. Because the appellants stated no
specific facts and provided only conclusory allegations, IT IS

ORDERED t hat their appeal is DI SM SSED.



