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PER CURI AM *

Janet Acevedo appeals the district court’s dism ssal as
frivolous of her 42 U . S.C. § 1983 conplaint, which alleged that
t he defendants conspired under color of state |aw to deprive her
of her property and due process rights. They allegedly did so by

having a wit of possession entered in a state court civil

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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proceedi ng, which cancel ed her deed and possession to property
| ocated in San Antonio, Texas. W reviewthe dism ssal as
frivolous under 28 U S.C. § 1915(e) for an abuse of discretion.

Gaves v. Hanpton, 1 F.3d 315, 317 (5th Cr. 1993).

Al t hough Acevedo argues that the actions of the defendants
in executing the state court judgnment were ex parte and
attributable to state action, her clains are unm stakably a
chall enge to the state court judgnent, which awarded the wit of
possession with respect to the property in question. Moreover,
the Texas appellate court has already held that the wit of
possession was a proper award by the trial court in the state

court proceeding. See Acevedo v. Stiles, No. 04-02-00077-CV

2003 W 21010604 (Tex. App. May 7, 2003).
“[L]itigants nmay not obtain review of state court actions by
filing conplaints about those actions in |ower federal courts

cast in the formof civil rights suits.” Hale v. Harney, 786

F.2d 688, 691 (5th Gr. 1986); see District of Colunbia Court of

Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U. S. 462, 482 n.16 (1983). Accordingly,

the district court did not abuse its discretion in dismssing
Acevedo’ s conplaint as frivolous. Because the appeal is w thout

arguable nerit, it is DISM SSED as FRI VOLOUS. See Howard V.

King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983); 5th Gr. R 42. 2.
APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS.



