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PER CURI AM *
Brian K Maynard, a Texas resident, noves to proceed

in forma pauperis (“IFP”) on appeal fromthe district court’s

order granting the defendants’ FeD. R Cv. P. 12(b)(6) notion to
dism ss his conplaint, purportedly filed pursuant to the civil
rights provision, 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983, for failure to state a claim
on which relief may be granted. By noving for |FP, Maynard is
chal l enging the district court’s certification that |FP status
shoul d not be granted because the appeal is not taken in good

faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th Gr. 1997);

28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(3); Fen. R App. P. 24(a)(3). Maynard’'s |FP

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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“notion nust be directed solely to the trial court’s reasons for
the certification decision.” Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202.

Maynard al |l eged that he fornerly lived in and worked for a
Dal | as apartnent conplex operated by Price Realty Co., and that,
after such relationship was termnated, Price Realty maliciously
caused fraudulent information to appear in Maynard s credit
report. Maynard all eged that these actions violated various
constitutional rights and Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act. He
al so asserted several state-law clains.

The district court granted the defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6)
nmotion on the ground that Maynard’'s allegations failed to
establish that Price Realty had acted under “color of state |aw”

See Morris v. Dearborne, 181 F.3d 657, 666 n.6 (5th Cr. 1999).

In his pro se appellate brief, Maynard has nmade no all egations to
suggest that Price Realty either acted under color of state |aw

or conspired with a state actor. See id.; MIls v. Cimnal

Dist. &. No. 3, 837 F.2d 677, 678 (5th Gr. 1988). Mynard has

not made al |l egations sufficient to establish an enpl oynent -

discrimnation claimunder Title VII. See Shackel ford v.

Deloitte & Touche, LLP, 190 F.3d 398, 403 (5th Gr. 1999).
Maynard has not explicitly argued that the court abused its
di scretion by declining to exercise supplenental jurisdiction
over his state-law clains. See 28 U S. C. 8§ 1367(a), ©(3);
Batiste v. Island Records, Inc., 179 F. 3d 217, 226 (5th Gr.
1999) .

Maynard s appeal is wthout arguable nerit, Howard v. King,

707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983), and his notion to proceed
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| FP on appeal is DENIED. W also DI SM SS the appeal as
frivolous. 5THQGR R 42.2; Baugh, 117 F. 3d at 202 & n. 24.
| FP DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED.



