UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIFTH QA RCU T

No. 01-60686
Summary Cal endar

W LLI E WASHI NGTQN,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

COMMUNI CATI ON WORKERS OF AMERI CA,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
(3: 00-CVv-15-LN)

January 21, 2002
Bef ore H GE NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

W1 Ilie Washi ngton contests, pro se, the adverse summary j udgnent
on his federal and state |aw cl ai ns. Washi ngt on, an enpl oyee of
Bel | Sout h Tel ecommuni cations, Inc., brought this action against
Comuni cation Wrkers of Anerica (CWY), clainng: (1) racial
discrimnation in violation of Title VIl of the Cvil R ghts Act of
1964 and 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1981; (2) breach of a collective bargaining
agreenment between CWA and Bell South; and (3) negligent and/or
intentional infliction of enotional distress.

Summary j udgnment was grant ed because: (1) service of process on

an affiliated, but autononous, |ocal union did not effect service

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and i s not precedent except under the
limted circunstances set forth in 5THCOR R 47.5.4.



upon CWA; (2) even if CWA was properly served, service was nade nore
than 120 days after the conplaint was filed; and (3) in the
alternative, no genuine issue of material fact remained as to any
claim and CWM was entitled to a judgnent as a nmatter of |aw

Washi ngt on v. Communi cati on Workers of America, No. 3:00-CV-15-LN, at
3-5 (S.D. Mss. 26 July 2001) (Washi ngt on-USDC).

W review a sumary judgnent de novo, applying the identical

standard used by the district court. Stewart v. Mirphy, 174 F. 3d

530, 533 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 528 U S 906 (1999). Sunmmary
j udgnent shoul d be granted i f “t he pl eadi ngs, depositions, answers to
interrogatories, and admssions on file, together wth the
affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact and that the noving party is entitled to a judgnment as
a matter of law. Feb. R Qv. P. 56(c). “W view the pleadings and
summary judgnent evidence in the light nost favorable to the
nonnovant.” Stewart, 174 F.3d at 533.

In his brief, Washi ngton does not nention, much | ess chall enge
the insufficient service of process ruling. Therefore, we need not
address this issue, as we do not “consider issues or arguments not
raised in the appellant’s brief”. Bl anchard v. Forrest, 71 F.3d
1163, 1169 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 518 U.S. 1013 (1996).
Accordingly, the sunmmary judgnment is

AFFI RVED.



