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

No. 01-20240
Summary Cal endar

EDDI E A. LEACH, JR ,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

J.G MARIN, TOMW B. THOWAS; Sheriff;
LI SA BURCHETT; DEPUTY THORNTON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 99-CV-1626
© August 31, 2001
Before JONES, SM TH, and EM LI O M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Eddie A Leach, Jr., Texas prisoner # 825037, chall enges
the district court’s denial of his request to proceed in form
pauperis (I FP) on appeal and the district court’s concl usion that
his appeal is not taken in good faith. He also argues that the
district court abused its discretion when it denied his notion to
conpel discovery and his notions to grant continuances.

The district court properly granted sunmary judgnment on

Leach’s excessive force and retaliation clains. The evidence

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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established that no injury occurred to Leach on the day of the
al | eged excessive force incident. See Gonez v. Chandler, 163
F.3d 921, 923 (5th Gr. 1999). The record al so established that
the acts Leach characterized as “retaliation” were either
unsupported by any summary-judgnent evidence and/or served a
legitimate prison objective. See Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477
U S 317, 322 (1986); G abowski v. Jackson County Public
Defenders O fice, 47 F.3d 1386, 1392 (5th Cr. 1995).

The district court did not abuse its discretion with respect
to Leach’s discovery requests. See Krimyv. BancTexas G oup,
Inc., 989 F.2d 1435, 1441-42 (5th Gr. 1993). The defendants
provided the records in the district court’s discovery order.
Leach fails to denonstrate how the information he allegedly
| acked woul d create a genuine issue of material fact. |[d.
Accordingly, Leach’s IFP request is DENIED, and his appeal is
DI SM SSED as frivolous. See 5THCR R 42.2; Baugh v. Tayl or,
117 F. 3d 197, 202 & n.24 (5th Gr. 1997).



