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PER CURI AM *

Kennard Lazenby appeals the district court’s dism ssal of
his action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Qur review

is de novo. See Robinson v. TCI/US West Conmuni cations |nc.,

117 F.3d 900, 904 (5th Gr. 1997).

Lazenby argues that the district court erred in dismssing
his action. He cites to nunerous federal provisions and asserts,
wth mniml argunent, that subject matter jurisdiction exists

under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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After reviewing the briefs and Lazenby’'s anended conpl ai nt,
we have determ ned that the provisions cited by Lazenby do not
supply subject matter jurisdiction because each is “clearly
immaterial and is invoked solely for the purpose of obtaining

jurisdiction.” Holland/Blue Streak v. Bartheleny, 849 F.2d 987,

989 (5th Gr. 1988). Jurisdiction is also | acking because
clains under the provisions cited by Lazenby would be “whol |y
i nsubstantial and frivolous.” |d.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



