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M CHAEL J. FLORES; LEE FLORES,
Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

MATTHEWS & BRANSCOMB; JAMES H. ROBI CHAUX; JAMES CLANCEY; JEFFREY
DI CKERSEN,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
(5: 05-CV-897)

Bef ore REAVLEY, SM TH, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

M chael and Lee Fl ores appeal, pro se, the dism ssal of their
42 U.S.C. 8 1983 action against a private lawfirmand three of its
menbers as frivolous, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §8 1915. That di sm ssal
is reviewed for abuse of discretion. Norton v. D nazana, 122 F. 3d
286, 291 (5th Cr. 1997). Affording the pleadings and brief the
requisite liberal construction, e.g., Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F. 3d

523, 524 (5th Cr. 1995), there was no such abuse.

“ Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has deterni ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



First, the Floreses offer no concrete assertions of a
violation of the Constitution or federal |aw, nor assert any facts
to support their conclusory claimthat defendants acted under the
required color of state law. See West v. Atkins, 487 U S. 42, 48
(1988); MIls v. Crimnal Dist. Court No. 3, 837 F.2d 677, 678 (5th
Cr. 1988). In that regard, a state-law claim against the
def endant attorneys for professional m sconduct is not a basis for
§ 1983 relief. See OBrien v. Colbath, 465 F.2d 358, 359 (5th Gr.
1972); see also Baker v. MCollan, 443 U S. 137, 146 (1979) (a 8§
1983 conplaint is not a vehicle for vindicating rights arising
under state tort |aw). Finally, the Floreses offer no specific
facts to support their claimof a conspiracy betwen defendants and
the state court. See Young v. Biggers, 938 F.2d 565, 569 (5th Gr.
1991).
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