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

No. 94-11097
Conf er ence Cal endar

PATRI CK JAMES REEDOM
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ZACK MOSLEY ET AL.,
Def endant s,
ZACK MOSLEY ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:94-CV-241-E

March 21, 1995

Bef ore GARWOOD, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
IT IS ORDERED that Patrick Janes Reedonis nmotion for | eave

to proceed in forma pauperis is DENIED. Reedom has not shown

that he will present a nonfrivol ous issue on appeal. Carson v.
Pol l ey, 689 F.2d 562, 586 (5th Cr. 1982).
Reedom filed a conplaint alleging that the defendants

conspired to prevent Reedom and his nonprofit organization from

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that this opinion should not be published.
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recei ving fundi ng and assi stance because of his race. The
district court ordered himto anmend his conplaint to allege a
valid basis for jurisdiction. Reedomfiled a notice of appeal
fromthe order. This order is not a final appeal abl e judgnent
under 28 U. S.C. 8 1291 or an appeal able interlocutory order under
28 U.S.C. 8 1292. This court does not have jurisdiction, and the
appeal is DI SM SSED for |ack of jurisdiction.

To the extent that Reedom s papers nmay be construed as an
application for mandanus to recuse the district court judge, the
application is DENIED. Even assum ng Reedom coul d denonstrate
that he is entitled to mandanus relief, the action has been
di sm ssed and Reedom has not appeal ed the dism ssal. Therefore,
there is no action pending in which this court could grant the
mandanus relief requested.

Appeal DI SM SSED; application for wit of mandanmus DENI ED



