Ross v. Lamar Con Indep Sch, et al Doc. 920061024

United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T October 24, 2006

Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 06-20453
Conf er ence Cal endar

HAYWOOD MACK RCSS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
LAMAR CONSOLI DATED | NDEPENDENT SCHOOL DI STRI CT; BOARD OF
TRUSTEES; M CHAEL RI CHARD; JACK CHRI STI ANA; MARY LOU DUJKA; SAM
HOPKI NS; KATHY HYNSON; JULI E THOWSON;, JESSE TORRES; THOVAS
RANDLE, Dr. Thonmas Randl e, Superintendent; EXECUTIVE DI RECTOR
HUVAN RESOURCES; JUDY ADAMSON;, LI SA McKEY; KAREN MJUMPHORD,
PHYLLI S DAVI DSON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:06-CV-162

Before JOLLY, DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Haywood Mack Ross appeals fromthe district court’s order
denying his notion to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) in the
district court wwth a pro se conplaint pursuant to the Anericans
Wth Disabilities Act, 42 U S. C. § 12101.

Ross’ s appellate brief is directed to his current economc

status rather than his status at the tinme he sought to proceed

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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|FP in the district court. He has not briefed a direct challenge
to the district court’s ruling. This is the sane as if he had

not appealed that ruling. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy

Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987).

In any event, the district court did not abuse its

di scretion in denying Ross’s | FP application. See Flowers v.

Turbi ne Support Div., 507 F.2d 1242, 1244 (5th Cr. 1975); Adkins

v. E. I. DuPont de Nenmours & Co., 335 U. S. 331, 339-40 (1948).

At that tinme, Ross purportedly had $3,250 in savings and checki ng
accounts and was receiving nore than $2,000 nonthly in various
benefits.

Ross’ s appeal is without nerit and is frivolous. See Howard

v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983). Accordingly, the

appeal is DOSM SSED. 5THCR R 42.2.



