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

No. 93-1468
Conf er ence Cal endar

HOLLI S MOORE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

STEVE ZABI CA, Parole O ficer,
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. 6:93-CV-0030-C
(Cctober 28, 1993)

Before PCLI TZ, Chief Judge, and SM TH and WENER, Ci rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appellant Hollis Moore's notion to have his appeal heard on
the original record is GRANTED. See Fed. R App. P. 24(c).
Moor e, however, has sued officials only for the expeditious
i ssuance of a warrant pursuant to Tex. Code Crim Proc. Ann. art.
42.18 8§ 13(a) (West Supp. 1993). He has failed to allege how the
performance of the statutory duties deprived himof any right
that the Constitution protects. Al he conpl ai ned about is the

timng of the warrant. He has not alleged any harmthat he

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that this opinion should not be published.
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suf f er ed. See Menphis Community School Dist. v. Stachura, 477

U S 299, 308, 106 S. C. 2537, 91 L. Ed. 2d 249 (1986).

Furt hernore, the defendants woul d be i nmune. See Enl ow v.

Ti shom ngo County, 962 F.2d 501, 511 (5th Gr. 1992); Farrish v.

M ssissippi State Parole Bd., 836 F.2d 969, 975 n. 13 (5th Gr.
1988); Giffin v. Leonard, 821 F.2d 1124, 1125 (5th Cr. 1987).

Moore's appeal is frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215,

219-20 (5th Gr. 1983); 5th Gr. R 42. 2.
APPEAL DI SM SSED.



