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RAYMOND SI MVIONS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

MAG STRATE JUDGE PAYNE;, JUDGE WALTER, JUDGE KI NG JUDCE
STAGG, JUDCE POLI TZ; JUDCGE WEI NER, JUDGE HI GG NBOTHAM
JUDGE DEMOSS; JUDGE PARKER; JUDGE BENAVI DES; JUDGE DENN S;
JUDGE JCOLLY; U. S. 5TH CIRCU T COURT OF APPEALS; U. S. OFFI CE
OF SOLICI TOR GENERAL; U. S. ATTORNEY GENERAL; ALEX ACOSTA;
JI' M MCCRERY; MARY LANDRI EU; JOHN BREAUX; KATHLEEN

BABI NEAUX BLANCO, LYDI A JACKSON, CHARLES FOTI; ERNEST
BAYLOR, EILEEN BOUDIN; LOUI S REI GAL, [11; DONALD

WASHI NGTON; CLERK U. S. DI STRI CT COURT, Wstern District,
Shreveport Division; WLLIAM K SUTTER, BOBBY DEBCSE;

TWN CI TY TON NG CO. ; DEPARTMENT OF CODES ENFORCEMENT,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 5:04-Cv-2117

Before SM TH, GARZA, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Raynond Si nmons noves for perm ssion to proceed in forma
pauperis (I FP) to appeal the dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983

conpl ai nt agai nst the defendants as frivol ous pursuant to 28

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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US C 8§ 1915(e). By noving for IFP, Simons is chall enging the
district court’s certification that | FP status should not be
granted on appeal because his appeal is not taken in good faith.

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

The district court found that Sinmmons’s assertion of a vast
conspiracy by all levels of the state governnent and federal
governnment was manifestly frivol ous because the factua
all egations were fanciful, irrational, incredible, and

delusional. See Neitzke v. Wllians, 490 U S. 319, 327 (1989).

Si mons has not briefed the district court’s finding that his
conplaint is delusional, and thus has not adequately briefed the

i ssue before the court on appeal. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523,

524 (5th Gr. 1995). Qur review of Simons’s conplaint convinces
us that the dism ssal as frivol ous was not an abuse of

discretion. See Siglar v. Hightower, 112 F. 3d 191, 193 (5th Cr

1997). W have al so found no abuse of discretion in the
i nposition of nonetary sanctions under FED. R Cv. P. 11.

Mendoza v. Lynaugh, 989 F.2d 191, 195 (5th G r. 1993).

“[N]othing prevents the appellate court from sua sponte
dism ssing the case on the nerits pursuant to 5THQR R 42.2
when it is apparent that an appeal would be neritless.” See
Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n.24. Simons has failed to show that his
appeal involves nonfrivol ous issues, and his appeal is dismssed.

MOTI ON FOR | FP STATUS DEN ED;, APPEAL DI SM SSED; MOTI ON TO
EXPEDI TE DENI ED AS MOOT.



