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NORVAN WADE YCES,

ver sus

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

BARBARA OVENS; M KE AYERS; ROBBI E WAREE,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
No. 3:03-CV-1750

Before SMTH, WENER, and ONEN, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Nor man Yoes noves for |eave to appeal in forma pauperis

(“I'FP"), challenging the district court’s certification that he

shoul d not be granted | FP status because his appeal is not taken in

good faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th GCr.

1997) ;

28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(a)(3); Febp. R Aprp. P. 24(a). Yoes filed a

42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 conplaint against several defendants, including

Bar bara Onens, an assi stant manager of a conveni ence store, claim

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this opinion
shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted circum

st ances

set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



ing that Omens was involved in a nethanphetam ne ring and had
pl aced a contract on his |life. Omens, the only defendant who was
served with process within the tine set by the district court,
moved for sunmary judgnent. That court dism ssed Yoes’'s clains
agai nst Omens because Yoes had failed to show that Omens was a
state actor or had conspired wth others to interfere in Yoes’'s
civil rights. The court also dism ssed wthout prejudice Yoes's
cl ai s agai nst the other defendants.

Yoes argues that the district court erroneously denied himlFP
status to proceed in the district court under 28 U S.C. § 1915(q).
He does not, however, explain how the district court’s 8§ 1915(Q)
determ nation relates to that court’s certification that the in-
stant appeal is not taken in good faith. Yoes has not denonstrated

that he will raise a nonfrivol ous issue on appeal. See Howard v.

King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th G r. 1983). Accordingly, his notion
to proceed |FP is DENIED. His notion for appoi ntnent of counsel is
DENI ED. H s appeal is DISM SSED as frivol ous. See 5TH QR

R 42.2; Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n. 24.



