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

No. 93-7649
Conf er ence Cal endar

DI XON W LI NDSAY,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
J.R MXI NGO ET AL.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. CA-3:93-216(B)(N)

(May 17, 1994)
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.

BY THE COURT:
| T IS ORDERED that Di xon W Lindsay's notion for |eave to

proceed in forma pauperis is DENIED and his appeal is DI SM SSED

AS FRIVOLOQUS. Fifth CGr. R 42.2. Lindsay's appeal is not taken
in good faith, i.e., it does not present any nonfrivol ous issues.

See 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a); Holnes v. Hardy, 852 F.2d 151, 153 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 488 U S. 931 (1988).

In District of Colunbia Court of Appeals v. Feldnman, 460

U S 462, 482-87, 103 S.Ct. 1303, 75 L.Ed.2d 206 (1983), the
Court held that a federal district court |acks subject-matter
jurisdiction to review a state court's allegedly unconstitutional
deni al of adm ssion to the bar, based on 28 U S.C. § 1257, which

provides that federal district courts and courts of appeal have
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no power to review state-court decisions. This Court applied

Fel dman in a constitutional challenge involving adm ssion to the

M ssissippi Bar in Nordgren v. Hafter, 789 F.2d 334, 336-37 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 479 U S. 850 (1986), holding that the

M ssi ssi ppi Board of Bar Adm ssions was an arm of the M ssissipp
Suprene Court, that its actions in applying its bar adm ssions
criteria were judicial in nature, and that the plaintiff's
request for review of the Board's actions on her application for
adm ssion to the Bar was beyond the subject-matter jurisdiction
of the district court.

Li ndsay's constitutional clains "are inextricably
intertwwned with the state court's denial in a judicial
proceedi ng of a particular plaintiff's application for adm ssion

to the state bar." See Feldman, 460 U. S. at 482-83 n. 16.

Li ndsay does not nmake a general constitutional challenge to the
bar adm ssion rules; his clainms focus on the Board's application
of the rules to himin his specific application for adm ssion to

the bar. Therefore, the district court did not have subject-

matter jurisdiction over his clains. See Nordgren, 789 F.2d at
337.
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