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DERRI C CHAMBERS, ET AL,
Plaintiffs,

DERRI C CHAMBERS; SHANNON CHAMBERS; JACOB ARMSTEAD, EDW N WATKI NS;
EDDI E WATKI NS, JR.; ANNA WATKINS; CHARLOTTE CHAMBERS; JACQUELI NE
CDDS; CHRI STI NA ELLI'S; BRENDA N. PERKINS; SAMUEL ELLIS; LILLIE
ANGEL; JEREMY GREEN;, JUDY MARTI N, AVMANDA SCOTT; KAREN STEWART;
PATRI CI A ARMSTEAD;, BENJAM N ARMSTEAD, JOSHUA W LLI AMS;

Pl aintiffs-Appellants

GLORI A VESSEL; KENYA NASH, MARLI N NASH;
RONALD THOVAS; COREY NASH,

Appel | ant s,

ver sus

CECI L PI CARD, Superintendent Departnent of Education; BILL

M LLER, Assi stant Superintendent Departnent of Education; ROGER
BURKE; LOUI SI ANA H GH SCHOOL RULI NG ON STUDENTS ADM NI STRATI ON,;
LOUI SI ANA HI GH SCHOOL ATHLETI C ASSOCI ATI ON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 02-CV-810-D

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVI S and PRADO, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Pursuant to 5THGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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
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The instant suit was filed by several individuals associated
with the Second Chance Acadeny. The district court dismssed the
suit for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, and the district
court likew se denied the plaintiffs’ postjudgnent notion for new
trial. The plaintiffs now appeal the district court’s denial of
their postjudgnent notion. They also nove this court to
suppl enent the record on appeal .

We first note that there is an i ssue concerning which
plaintiffs filed a valid notice of appeal. However, we pretermt
this jurisdictional question because this appeal |acks nerit.

See United States v. Alvarez, 210 F.3d 309, 310 (5th Gr. 2000);

United States v. Weat hersby, 958 F.2d 65, 66 (5th Gr. 1992).

The plaintiffs challenge the district court’s denial of
their postjudgnent notion. They do not dispute the district
court’s characterization of this notion as a FED. R Qv. P. 59(a)
nmotion for newtrial, nor do they challenge the district court’s
reasons for denying the notion. Rather, they argue only that
they were at an unfair disadvantage in the district court because
they | acked counsel. This argunent is unavailing. The denial of

a notion for newtrial is not appeal able. See Osterberger v.

Rel ocation Realty Serv. Corp., 921 F.2d 72, 73 (5th Gr. 1991);

Younans v. Sinon, 791 F.2d 341, 349 (5th Cr. 1986). Moreover,

the plaintiffs’ argunent concerning their |lack of counsel shows

no error in the underlying judgnent dism ssing their suit for

R 47.5.4.
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| ack of subject matter jurisdiction. See Osterberger, 921 F.2d

at 73. To the extent that the plaintiffs attenpt to raise
several new issues for the first tinme in their reply brief, we

decline to consider these issues. See United States v. Prince,

868 F.2d 1379, 1386 (5th Cr. 1989). The judgnent of the
district court is AFFIRVED, and the notion to supplenent is

DENI ED.



