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

No. 01-60665
Conf er ence Cal endar

HOUSTON G SUMRALL; SHAWN RI CHARD O HARA;
KATI E RENE PERRONE; RI CHARD JOHNSON
CARL DAVI D WALKER
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

CONNI E ROCKCO, BOBBY ELEUTERI US; LARRY BENEFI ELD;
MARLI N LADNER; W LLI AM MARTI N, JOSEPH MEADOWS

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:00-CV-402-BrR

~ April 10, 2002
Before SM TH, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Houston G Sunrall, Shawn Richard O Hara, Katie Rene
Perrone, Richard Johnson, and Carl David Wl ker appeal the
di sm ssal without prejudice of their 42 U S. C. 8§ 1983 conpl ai nt
for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The appellants’ brief

does not discuss the basis of the district court’s dism ssal for

| ack of subject-matter jurisdiction. Even under a |iberal

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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interpretation, the appellate brief is unsatisfactory. This
court “wll not raise and discuss |egal issues that [the

appel l ants have] failed to assert.” See Brinkmann v. Dallas

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

The appellants’ failure to identify any error in the district
court’s legal analysis or the application of law to the | awsuit
“I's the sane as if [they] had not appeal ed that judgnent.” 1d.
The appel lants aver that the district court abused its
discretion in denying their notion for a default judgnent based
on the appellees’ alleged failure to respond to interrogatories.
The appellants do not state the nature of the interrogatories or
the manner in which the responses were all egedly i nadequate.
G ven the record before the court, it cannot be said that the
district court abused its discretion in denying the notion for

default judgnent. See Thomas v. Kippernmann, 846 F.2d 1009, 1011

(5th Gr. 1988).
The appel l ants’ appeal is without nerit, and it is DI SM SSED

as frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr

1983); 5THQOR R 42.2. The appellants are warned that the
filing of future frivolous appeals will invite the inposition of
sanctions. They should review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that
they do not raise issues which are frivol ous.

DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



