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

No. 95-50282
Conf er ence Cal endar

DAMON HENRY DOWNS,

Petitioner - Appellant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. W 95-CV-114
© June 27, 1995
Before JONES, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

In a proceeding in the district court, Danon Henry Downs
sent a graphic threat of death by bonbing to the district judge.
He directed it and prior threats to that judge in particular and
to the judiciary generally. Downs's nunerous convictions for
arson lead us to take the threat seriously. Accordingly, wth
only slight exception, we close the courthouse doors in this
circuit to Downs's abusive pleadings, letters, and ot her
conmmuni cat i ons.

Downs nmay file no initial pleading in this court or in any

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that this opinion should not be published.
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court subject to the jurisdiction of this court, except with the
advance witten perm ssion of a judge of the forumcourt. Before
filing any appeal or other action in this court, Downs shal
submt to the clerk of this court a request for permssion to
file, together with the docunent that he proposes to file, which
the clerk shall direct to an active judge of this court. 1In
requesting the required permssion in this court or in any court
inthis circuit, Downs shall informthe court of the bar stated
her ei n.

The court in the Western District of Texas inposed on Downs
sanctions that are nore onerous than the sanction that we inpose
here. As Downs does not challenge the district court's

sanctions, they are not before us for review. See, e.d., Yohey

v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993). As an
exception to the circuit-w de bar descri bed above, the sanction
that we inpose today shall becone effective in the Wstern
District of Texas only if and when the nore onerous sanctions
already in force there are w thdrawn.

In requesting | eave to proceed on appeal in fornma pauperis
(I FP), Downs challenges the district court's refusal of |eave for
himto file a civil rights suit attacking a change in the way
t hat Texas prisoners accrue good tine. An anendnent to a state's
parole eligibility procedure is not an ex post facto | aw

California Dep't of Corrections v. Mrales, 115 S. C. 1597, 1599

(1995). Such a change is not subject to a civil rights challenge

because it affects only a hope of release. Gl bertson v. Texas

Bd. of Pardons and Paroles, 993 F.2d 74, 75 (5th Gr. 1993). The
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appeal is frivolous. It is dismssed as such. See 5th Cr. R
42. 2.
| FP DENI ED, APPEAL DI SM SSED, SANCTION | MPOSED. The clerk
is directed to distribute this opinion to all clerks of court in

this circuit.



