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

No. 01-20444
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOSEPH YOUNG,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

CI TY OF HOUSTON TEXAS; METROPCLI TAN TRANSI T AUTHORI TY;
PLEASANTVI LLE Cl VI C LEAGUE; DENVER HARBOR Cl VI C LEAGUE

PORT OF HOUSTON Cl VI C LEAGUE; FI FTH WARD CI VI C LEAGUE
CATHOLI C DI OCESE OF HOUSTON GALVESTON; SOUTHERN BAPTI ST
CONVENTI ON; HOUSTON RECOVERY CAMPUS; CORRECTI ONAL

SERVI CES CORP; CORRECTI ONAL CORPORATI ON OF AMERI CA; PROSPECT
HOUSE/ FULFI LLMENT FOUNDATI ON; HOUSTON AFTERCARE; CHANNEL
13NEWS/ ABC BROADCASTI NG CO;, GEHOVA W TNESS ASSCCI ATI ON; OPEN
DOOR M SSI OV BOARD OF DI RECTORS; Tl MMY DANG CHI CKEN AND

RI CE; SUPER MERCARDO FOOD MARKET; JERRY CRAWORD, doi ng

busi ness as Jerry Crawford Real Estate; UN TED STATES POSTAL
SERVI CE; FEDERAL BUREAU OF | NVESTI GATI ON; U. S. ATTORNEY' S
OFFI CE; JACK IN THE BOX | NC.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 00-CV-2348

Decenber 12, 2001
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Joseph Young has appeal ed the district court's order
dismssing his civil rights conplaint as frivol ous pursuant to 28
US C 8 1915(e)(2)(B)(i). Young has limted his argunents on

appeal to his clains against the Gty of Houston. W have

" Pursuant to 5THQOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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reviewed the record and Young's argunents on appeal and are
unabl e to conclude that Young's allegations, if devel oped
further, mght present a nonfrivolous constitutional claim

against the Gty of Houston. See Eason v. Thaler, 14 F. 3d 8, 9

(5th Gr. 1994); see also Board of County Commirs of Bryan

County, Ckla. v. Brown, 520 U. S. 397, 404 (1997); Johnson v.

Moore, 958 F.2d 92, 94 (5th Gr. 1992). Young's concl usiona
argunents do not denonstrate that the district court abused its
discretion in dismssing his conplaint as del usional and

factually frivolous. See Siglar v. Hi ghtower, 112 F. 3d 191, 193

(5th Gr. 1997) (standard of review.
Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DI SM SSED. See
Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th G r. 1983); 5TH QR R

42.2. Young's request for injunctive relief and all other
out st andi ng noti ons are DEN ED

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, ALL QOUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED



