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FLOYD THOVAS ROGERS, SR, and as next of kin, m nors Rebekah
Kwani ta Rogers, Jonah Jarrad Rogers, and Joelle Jamal Jama
Rogers; DYKEBA LECOLE ROGERS, and as next of kin, mnors Rebekah
Kwani ta Rogers, Jonah Jarrad Rogers, and Joelle Jamal Jama

Roger s,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus
METROPOLI TAN TRANSI T AUTHORI TY; FIRST TRANSI T, INC ; M CHAEL
JOSEPH, Safety Supervisor; AUTURO JACKSON, Manager of Metrolift
Servi ces; MARY ANN DENDOR, ADA Coor di nator,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:04- CV-2865

Before JOLLY, DAVIS, and ONEN, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Fl oyd Thonas Rogers and his wi fe, Dykeba Lecol e Rogers,
filed the instant suit on behalf of thenmselves and their three
m nor children to seek redress for their all eged personal
injuries as well as purported violations of their civil and

constitutional rights. The district court dism ssed the suit for

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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want of prosecution and denied their request to proceed in form
pauperis (I FP) on appeal. The appellants now nove this court for
aut hori zation to proceed | FP on appeal.

The notion for authorization to proceed |IFP is GRANTED

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983); Carson v.

Poll ey, 689 F.2d 562, 586 (5th Gr. 1982). Nevertheless, the
appel | ants have not shown that the district court abused its
discretion in dismssing their suit for want of prosecution. See

Liteky v. United States, 510 U S. 540, 554-55 (1994); Matassarin

v. Lynch, 174 F. 3d 549, 571 (5th Gr. 1999). Consequently, the

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



