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

No. 01-31403
Conf er ence Cal endar

RAYMOND SI MVIONS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
DEPARTMENT OF COVMUNI TY DEVELOPMENT BUREAU OF ADM NI STRATI ON;
WAVEY LESTER; LARRY FERDI NAND; VALERIE ERVIN, PAUL E. DUMVARS
SR.; RON ADAMS; JCHN DAVI D STEWART; WENDELL COLLI NS; BOBBY
DEBOSE; ARTHUR THOWVPSON; RUTH ANDREWS

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 01-CVv-917

© August 20, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVI S, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Raynond Si mmons appeals fromthe district court’s di sm ssal
as frivolous pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) of his civil rights
conplaint. Simons alleges that the Departnent of Conmunity
Devel opnment and various Shreveport city officials discrimnated

agai nst himwhen he applied for financial aid to renodel his

home, which was danmaged in a fire.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 this court applies |less stringent standards to
parties proceeding pro se than to parties represented by counsel
and liberally construes briefs of pro se litigants, pro se
parties nust still brief the issues and reasonably conply with

the requirenents of FED. R App. P. 28. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F. 3d

523, 524 (5th CGr. 1994). Simons nmakes no coherent argunent
t hat addresses whether the district court’s dismssal was an
abuse of discretion, and this court wll not construct argunents
or theories for Simmons absent a coherent discussion of those

i ssues. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813

F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). Simons’ appeal is wthout

arguable nerit, and is DISM SSED as frivolous. See Howard v.

King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983); 5TH QR R 42.2.
Si mons previously was warned that the filing of future

frivol ous appeals would invite sanctions. See Simmobns v. Code

Enf orcenent, No. 00-31059 (5th Gr. QOct. 26, 2001) (unpublished);

Simons v. Twn Gty Towi ng, No. 00-30328 (5th Cr. Aug. 22,

2001) (unpublished). Because Simons continues to file frivol ous
appeal s despite this court’s warnings, Simons is ORDERED to PAY
a sanction in the anmount of $105, payable to the clerk of this

court. See Coghlan v. Starkey, 852 F.2d 806, 808 (5th Cr.

1988) .
The notion to expedite is stricken for non-conpliance.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS | MPOSED



