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

No. 95-30589

HENRY JAMES,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
TERRY TERRELL, Warden
M LLER, Sergeant;
B. THOWPSON, Sergeant,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
(CA-94-0410)

May 07, 1996
Before PCLI TZ, Chief Judge, JONES, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Henry Janes (“Janes”), an inmate of the Allen
Correctional Center, has appeal ed the dism ssal of his civil rights
action for failure to state a claimagainst Warden Terry Terrel
and two correctional officers.

As his appellate brief, Janes offers no additional
argunent what soever on any of the asserted | egal issues, but rather

merely files a Xerox copy of his supplenental civil rights

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



conplaint, his notion for leave to file it, his opposition to a
menor andum filed by the defendants, and the prayer for relief of
his original conplaint.

Nowhere in this purported appellate brief does Janes
either state or argue any issue on appeal before this court. As a
result, this court AFFIRVMS the judgnent of the district court
W t hout considering it on its nmerits. See Al-Ra’id v. Ingle, 69
F.3d 28 (5th Gr. 1995) (holding that “[a]n appellant’s brief nust
contain an argunent on the issues that are raised, in order that
we, as a reviewing court, may know what action of the district
court is being conplained of. There is no exenption for pro se
litigants, though we construe their briefs liberally.”) (citations
omtted); Weaver v. Puckett, 896 F.2d 126 (5th Cr. 1990) (prisoner
abandons objection if he does not provide an argunent containing
the reasons justifying the requested relief “with citation to the
authorities, statutes and parts of the record relied on.”)
(citations omtted); Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(6) (requiring that the
brief of the appellant contain a devel oped argunent).

CONCLUSI ON

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the district

court dism ssing Janes’ conplaint for failure to state a cogni zabl e

claimis AFFI RVED



