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

No. 95-20327
Conf er ence Cal endar

STEVEN WAYNE BROMW

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
C. G LLILAND ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-H 93-2301
Decenber 21, 1995
Before DAVI S, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Steven Wayne Brown appeals the dismssal of his civil rights
action as frivolous, pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1915(d). Brown
lists several issues for appeal regarding his clainms of mailroom
m sconduct and use of excessive force against him recites a
nunber of factual allegations regarding his mailroom m sconduct

clains; and contends in conclusional fashion that the district

court did not review the record sufficiently before di sm ssing

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of
opinions that nerely decide particular cases on the basis of
wel | -settled principles of | aw i nposes needl ess expense on the
public and burdens on the legal profession.” Pursuant to that
Rul e, the court has determ ned that this opinion should not be
publ i shed.
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his case, condoned the defendants' m sconduct, and was not aware
of the jurisdiction of the U S. Postal Service to redress
conplaints regarding institutional mail. Brown has failed to
provide | egal argunents sufficient to brief the issues he

i ndi cates he wishes to raise for appeal. Hi s conclusional

all egations of error by the district court are insufficient to
provide this court a basis for review of the judgnent. See G ant
v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 525 (5th Gr. 1995), Andrews v. Collins,
21 F. 3d 612, 632 (5th Gr. 1994), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 908
(1995). Because Brown has failed to brief any issues, his appeal
is frivol ous.

We caution Brown that any additional frivolous appeals filed
by himw Il invite the inposition of sanctions. To avoid
sanctions, Brown is further cautioned to review any pendi ng
appeal s to ensure that they do not raise argunents that are
frivol ous because they previously have been decided by this
court.

DIl SM SSED. See 5TH QR R 42.2.



