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

No. 96-10176
Summary Cal endar

ARNOLD BELL; PATRI CK JAMES REEDOM DONALD WLLI S

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
CITY OF FORT WORTH ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees,

DONALD WLLIS, Petitioner's mddle initial is "D’

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
CTY OF FORT WORTH, TX.,

Def endant - Appel | ee,
PATRI OK JAVES REEDOM Et Al .,

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus

CTY OF FORT WORTH CDC COW TTEE Et Al .

Def endant s- Appel | ees,

DONALD WLLIS, and all black agencies applicants for CDBG
grants with the Fort Wirth and HUD, both past and present,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
U S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSI NG & URBAN DEVELOPMENT; SHI RLEY
LEWS; CARLOCS RENTIA; CITY OF FORT WORTH; KATI E WORSHAM
MELODEE HUMBERT; JERRY JENSEN, CARLOS MELENDEZ,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
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Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:95-CV-004-A
 July 26, 1996
Bef ore JOHNSQON, GARWOOD and WENER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Arnold Bell, Patrick James Reedom and Donald WIlis naned
the Gty of Fort Worth and several of its enployees as defendants
inacivil suit alleging discrimnation against bl ack applicant
in the Community Devel opnent Bl ock Grant (CDBG process. On
February 26, 1996, the district court entered a final judgnment
dismssing “all plaintiffs’ clains against all defendants except
for plaintiffs’ clains against the city for damages, court
supervision of the Cty of Fort Worth CDBG grant process, and
i mredi at e financing of the Gakland I ncubation Project for $5
mllion dollars, for violations of 42 U S.C 8§ 5309 and Title
A/

Appel l ants argue that the district court judge erred by
failing to recuse hinself because he granted the defendants’
nmotion to anmend the scheduling order in the case w thout allow ng
the appellant 20 days to respond. Oher than maki ng general and
concl usional allegations of bias, the appellants have produced
not hi ng that woul d cause a reasonable man to doubt the district

court's inmpartiality. See 28 U S.C. § 455(a); Levitt v. Univ. of

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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Texas at EI Paso, 847 F.2d 221, 226 (5th Cr.)(citations

omtted), cert. denied, 488 U S. 984 (1988). The district court
did not abuse its discretion by refusing to recuse hinself from

this case. United States v. Harrelson, 754 F.2d 1153, 1165 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 474 U S. 908 (1985).

On appeal, Bell, Reedom and WIllis do not specifically
chal | enge any of the district court’s conclusions that supported
the grant of summary judgnent. Rather, the appellants focus
their argunent on whether the district court erred in granting
summary judgnent after anmendi ng the scheduling order wthout
allowing twenty days for the appellants to respond. This court
ordinarily defers to the district court in the managenent of its

own docket. See Union City Barge Line v. Union Carbide Corp.

823 F.2d. 129, 135 (5th Gr. 1987)(district court has broad
discretion to control its own docket). The appellants have not
shown that the district court abused its discretion in anendi ng
the schedul i ng order.

This appeal is without arguable nerit and thus frivol ous.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983).

Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DISM SSED. Al
out st andi ng noti ons are DEN ED

Bell, Reedom and WIlis are hereby cautioned that any
additional frivolous appeals filed by themor on their behalf
will be met with sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Bell, Reedom
and WIllis should review all pending appeals to ensure they are
not frivol ous.

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, MOTI ONS DENI ED; SANCTI ONS WARNI NG,



