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

No. 92-2331
Conf er ence Cal endar

JAMES C. DABNEY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

TRANSPORT WORKERS UNI ON LOCAL 260
ET AL.,

Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA H 91-3620
My 7, 1993
Bef ore REAVLEY, KING and DAVIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
The Labor - Managenent Di scl osure and Reporting Procedure does
not apply to | abor organizations that represent enpl oyees of a
political subdivision of a state. See 29 U S.C. 88 402(e), (f),
and (i). Janmes C. Dabney does not dispute that Transport Wrkers
Uni on Local 260's nenbership is conprised solely of enployees of

the Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
(METRO), or that METRO is a public agency of Harris County,

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that this opinion should not be published.
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Texas, and the Gty of Houston. Therefore, the Labor-Mnagenent
Di scl osure and Reporting Procedure does not provide federal
jurisdiction over his conplaint against Transport Wrkers Union
Local 260.
Dabney is a Texas citizen, as are all of the defendants,

therefore diversity jurisdiction does not apply. See Strain v.

Harrel son Rubber Co., 742 F.2d 888, 889 (5th Cr. 1984). Dabney

has not alleged, and an exam nation of the record does not
reveal, any other basis for federal jurisdiction.

The order of the district court dismssing this case is
anended so as to reflect that the dism ssal is wthout prejudice,
as is appropriate when a case is dismssed for |ack of subject
matter jurisdication.

AFFI RVED as anended.



