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

No. 94-41212
Conf er ence Cal endar

PETE VARDAS, JR.,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
TEXAS BOARD OF PARDONS AND PAROLES,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:94-CV-556
(January 25, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and H G3E NBOTHAM and DeMOSS,
Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Pete Vardas, Jr., a Texas state prisoner, filed a civil
rights conplaint, 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983. On appeal Vardas argues he
was i nproperly denied parole and access to educati onal prograns.

Menbers of the parole board are absolutely i mune from
l[iability under 8 1983 for their conduct in individual parole
deci si ons when exercising their decision-nmaking powers. Wl ter

v. Torres, 917 F.2d 1379, 1384 (5th Gr. 1990). Therefore, to

the extent that Vardas sought nonetary relief against the

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that this opinion should not be published.
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i ndi vi dual nenbers of the Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles, the
menbers are absolutely imune and this claimwas properly
di sm ssed as frivol ous.
The state has no constitutional obligation to provide

educati onal or vocational training to prisoners. See Beck v.

Lynaugh, 842 F.2d 759, 762 (5th G r. 1988). This claimis
properly di sm ssed.

For the first time on appeal Vardas argues that he was
deni ed access to the court, that he was deni ed adequate nedi cal
care, and that he was retaliated against for filing | awsuits.
This court need not address issues not considered by the district
court. "[l]ssues raised for the first tinme on appeal are not
reviewabl e by this court unless they involve purely | egal
questions and failure to consider themwould result in nmanifest

injustice." Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th G

1991) .
Judgnent AFFI RVED; notions to strike and for appoi ntnent of
counsel DENI ED.



