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

Summary Cal endar
No. 95-50884

AUGUST BUTLER,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

| NTERNATI ONAL UNI ON OF ELEVATOR CONSTRUCTORS LOCAL #81; NATI ONAL
ELEVATOR | NDUSTRY EDUCATI ONAL PROGRAM NATI ONAL ELEVATOR | NDUSTRY,
I NC.; | NTERNATI ONAL UNION OF ELEVATOR CONSTRUCTORS; MONTGOVERY
ELEVATOR COVPANY; OWMNI ELEVATOR SERVI CE CO.; DOVER ELEVATOR COL; A-
1 ELEVATOR SERVICE; OIl'S ELEVATOR COWPANY; SCHLI NDER ELEVATOR
CORP.; ESCO ELEVATOR, | NC.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
( SA- 93- CVv- 305)

July 11, 1997
Before JONES, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

Per Curiam’
August Butler filed suit alleging that el even defendants
had discrimnated against himin violation of Title VIl of the

Cvil R ghts Act of 1964. 42 U S.C. § 2000e, et. seq. As to all

Pursuant to 5th CGr. R 47.5, the court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5th CGr. R 47.5.4.
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the defendants except the International Union of Elevator
Constructors Local Union #81, the district court adopted the
magi strate judge’ s recommendati on that Butler’s clains be di sm ssed
W t hout prejudice. Butler’s EEOCC conplaint nanmed Local Union #81
as the only respondent, thus the district court concluded that
Butler had failed to exhaust his adm nistrative renedies as to the
other eleven defendants. See 42 U S.C. 8§ 2000e-5(f)(1). The
district court also granted sunmary judgnment for Local Union #81 on
the grounds that Butler had not produced any evidence that its
actions were racially notivated.

Pursui ng his appeal pro se and in forma pauperis, Butler
al | eges nunerous points of error, arguing that the district court
erred by dismssing his clainms on exhaustion grounds, denying
nmotions to conpel discovery, and denying relief fromthe judgnent
“when fraud and perjury had been perpetrated upon the district
court.”

Having reviewed the briefs and the record, we find no
error in the resolution of this case by the magistrate judge and
the district court. For essentially the reasons articulatedinits
orders, the decisions of the district court are

AFFI RVED.



