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

No. 01-10172

Summary Cal endar

JAYANTI PATEL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

CITY OF EVERMAN, TOM KILLEBREW doing business as Mtro Code
Anal ysi s,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(4:99-CV-982)

Oct ober 17, 2001
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jayanti Patel appeals froma grant of summary judgnment to the
defendants in this civil rights suit arising out of the denolition
of buildings owned by Patel in the Cty of Everman for building
code violations. Patel alleges that the defendants discrimnated
agai nst himon the basis of his race and that his equal protection

and substantive due process rights were violated. He al so argues

"Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this opinion
should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



t hat the trial court inproperly excluded evidence from
consi derati on.

We reviewa district court’s grant of summary j udgnent de novo
and view the evidence in the light nost favorable to the
nonnovant.! Even including the evidence that Patel argues was
i nproperly excluded by the district court, we find that Patel has
not created a genuine issue of material fact on any of his clains.?
Patel has not produced conpetent sunmary judgnent evidence to
support his claimthat the enforcenent of the CGty’s building codes
agai nst his property was based on racial aninus.® Patel has al so
failed, as a matter of law, in his substantive due process claim
because we agree with the district court that the denolition of his
buildings was rationally related to a legitimte governnent
interest in protecting the health and safety of its citizens.*

For the foregoing reasons, we AFFIRM the grant of summary

judgnent in favor of the defendants.
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