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PER CURIAM:

Lawrence Rey Topham appeals from a ruling and order entered
on August 3, 2005, dismissing Topham's petition for extraordinary
relief.  This case is before the court on its own motion for
summary disposition on the basis that the grounds for appeal are
so insubstantial as not to merit further proceedings or
consideration by the court.  Neither party responded to the
court's motion.

On June 24, 2005, the justice court entered findings of
fact, conclusions of law, and an order of contempt against
Topham.  Topham sought relief in the district court, which the
district court interpreted as a petition for relief pursuant to
rule 65B(b) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure.  The district
court dismissed Topham's petition as frivolous on its face.  See
Utah R. Civ. P. 65B(b)(5) ("On review of the petition . . . if
for any other reason any claim in the petition shall appear
frivolous on its face, the court shall forthwith issue an order
dismissing the claim, stating that the claim is frivolous on its
face and the reasons for this conclusion.").

On appeal, Topham provides this court with no legitimate
reason to overturn the ruling of the district court.  The
district court determined that the claims alleged by Topham were
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frivolous on their face.  A petition is frivolous on its face
when it appears from the allegations contained in the pleadings
and attachments that "the facts alleged do not support a claim
for relief as a matter of law; [or] the claims have no arguable
basis in fact."  Utah R. Civ. P. 65C(g)(2)(A)-(B); see also
Lancaster v. Utah Bd. of Pardons , 869 P.2d 945, 947-48 (Utah
1994).  We conclude that the district court ruled correctly.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court's dismissal of
Topham's petition.
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