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

No. 00-11360
Conf er ence Cal endar

JAVES D. BOSWVELL, Individually and on

behal f of all others simlarly situated;
VANESSA LACE BOSVELL, Individually and on
behal f of all others simlarly situated;
SHAUNA MRCSKI, Individually and on behal f of
all others simlarly situated,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,

ver sus

BOARD OF TRUSTEES TEXAS CHRI STI AN UNI VERSI TY,

i ndi vidual nmenbers (in their official capacities only);
CEORGE BUSH, Governor, individual and official capacity;
DANI EL JAMVES, Major, Adjutant General of Texas;

LOUI S CALDERA, Secretary of the Arny, National Guard

Bur eau Agency,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:00-CV-1526-Y

 June 13, 2001
Bef ore WENER, DeMOSS, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Janmes D. Boswel |, Vanessa Boswel |, and Shauna M osk
(“Appell ants”) appeal the dism ssal of their civil conplaint. W

review de novo a dism ssal based on res judicata. Schnueser v.

Bur kburnett Bank, 937 F.2d 1025, 1031 (5th Gr. 1991).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Al t hough we afford a |iberal construction to pro se filings,
Hai nes v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520 (1972), pro se appellants are
required to brief the issues and reasonably conply wth the
requi renents of Fed. R App. P. 28. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d
523, 524 (5th Cir. 1995); Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225
(5th Gr. 1993). Wen an appellant does not identify error in
the district court’s analysis, it is as if the appellant had not
appeal ed the judgnent. Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff
Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Because the Appellants do not argue that it was error for
the district court to have used res judicata as a basis for
dism ssing their conplaint, the issue is deened abandoned by
them Brinkmann, 813 F.2d at 748. W do not consider the
Appel lants’ argunent raised for the first time in their reply
brief. See Cnel v. Connick, 15 F.3d 1338, 1345 (5th G r. 1994
(scope of reply brief is |imted, and appell ant abandons al
i ssues not raised and argued in initial brief on appeal);
Kni ghten v. Comm ssioner, 702 F.2d 59, 60 & n.1 (5th Gr. 1983)
(issue may not be raised for first tine in reply brief, even by a
pro se appellant). The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



