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

No. 94-10160
Conf er ence Cal endar

THURMAN WAYNE ARMON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
MARI LEE NEFF ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:93-CV-2294-P
 (July 19, 1994)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and JOLLY and DAVIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Thurman Wayne Arnon is dissatisfied with a decision by a

grievance commttee of the State Bar of Texas not to seek
di sciplinary action agai nst an attorney agai nst whom Arnon had
filed a grievance. Seeking damages for that decision, Arnon,
proceeding in forma pauperis (IFP), filed a civil rights action
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 agai nst nunerous parties. The
guestionnaire that the magistrate judge provided to Arnon was

properly used to flesh out the conplaint. Spears v. MCotter,

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that this opinion should not be published.
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766 F.2d 179, 181 (5th Gr. 1985).
Arnmon attenpts to use the guise of a § 1983 action to
chal l enge a determ nation of the state bar disciplinary process.

This he may not do. Cf. Howell v. Suprene Court of Texas, 885

F.2d 308, 311 (5th Gr. 1989) (plaintiff may not use § 1983 to

chal | enge state court judgnent), cert. denied, 496 U S. 936

(1990); Hale v. Harney, 786 F.2d 688, 691 (5th Gr. 1986) (sane).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in
dism ssing the action as frivolous. 28 U S. C § 1915(d); Booker
v. Koonce, 2 F.3d 114, 115 (5th Cr. 1993). This appeal is

frivolous and is disn ssed. See Coghl an v. Starkey, 852 F.2d

806, 811 (5th Cr. 1988); 5th CGr. R 42. 2.
APPEAL DI SM SSED



