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

No. 01-60037
Conf er ence Cal endar

TROY T. REDMOND
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

M SSI SSI PPl DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTI ONS; FRED CHI LDS
DAVI D FONDREN; WOOD BROWN;, JOHN HALTOM RUFUS BURKS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:99-CV-804- BN

Decenber 11, 2001
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Troy T. Rednond noves for |eave to proceed in forma pauperis
(I FP) on appeal fromthe order granting summary judgnent for the
def endants in Rednond’ s enpl oynent-di scrimnation and civil -
rights action, an action in which Rednond chal | enged his
termnation by the M ssissippi Departnent of Corrections (MDOC).
Rednond al | eges that MDOC failed to present evidence of policies
and procedures that he had violated. He argues that the
circunstances in his case suggested that his term nation was

racially notivated and that the reasons offered for the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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termnation were pretextual. He argues that the defendants
failed to investigate the all egations against him suggesting a
causal |ink between Rednond’ s protected activities when speaki ng
agai nst an action taken agai nst anot her MDOC enpl oyee and his
termnation. He alleges that an incident between Hearing Oficer
Davi d Fondren and hi mbefore his first term nation showed the
actions of a white nmale against a black enployee to cover up “the
action of white nmale attack on the black enployee at this
hearing.” He contends that the defendants were not entitled to
El eventh Amendnent immunity or to qualified inmunity because he
was not allowed to use a tape recorder at his enpl oynent hearing;
according to Rednond, use of a tape recorder is a state-created
right. Rednond argues that the defendants viol ated the Equal
Protection O ause by using MDOC policies and procedures agai nst
hi m al t hough he had not violated those policies and procedures.
He finally argues that his case shoul d have been consoli dated
W th another case raising issues arising fromthe conspiracy at
i ssue in the current case.

The evi dence supporting the defendants’ notion for sunmary
j udgnent indicated that Rednond’ s job actions were notivated by
his violations of enployee rules. Nothing in the record gives
rise to an inference of racial discrimnation. See Boyd v. State
Farmlns. Co., 158 F.3d 326, 328-29 (5th Gr. 1998), cert.
denied, 526 U. S. 1051 (1999). The grant of summary judgnent on
Rednond’ s enpl oynent -di scrim nation clai mwas not erroneous.

Rednond offers no factual allegations or |egal argunents

relevant to his immunity contentions; his contention that use of
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a tape-recorder was a state-created right; his allegation that
t he defendants conspired against him his contention that the
Equal Protection C ause was violated; or his contention that his
cases shoul d have been consolidated. He has failed to brief
those issues for appeal. Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy
Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). Rednond has
failed to show that he will raise any nonfrivol ous issues for
appeal. See Carson v. Polley, 689 F.2d 562, 586 (5th Gr. 1982).
| FP DENI ED, APPEAL DI SM SSED. 5TH QR R 42. 2.



