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for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC Nos. 94-CV-3422-C, 94-CV-3423-C

~ August 31, 2000
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Darrel A. Braun appeals after postjudgnent relief was denied

in these proceedi ngs brought under 42 U S.C. § 1983. Braun has

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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also filed several notions in connection with his appeal,
i ncluding a notion to supplenent the record on appeal, a notion
to stay proceedings in this court, a notion to conpel attachnent
of civil actions, a notion to attach records on appeal, and a
nmotion to consolidate appeals. Those notions are DENI ED, as are
all other outstandi ng notions.

Al t hough Braun’s “Notice of Appeal [and] Request to Re-Open
by daimng R ghts of Pre-Destined Fate by Acts of God” was

ineffective as a notice of appeal, see United States v. Cooper,
876 F.2d 1192, 1194 (5th Cr. 1989), his notion for |eave to

appeal in forma pauperis (IFP), filed in the district court, was

the substantial equivalent of a notice of appeal and was
effective to invoke the appellate jurisdiction of this court.

See Robbins v. Maggio, 750 F.2d 405, 408-09 (5th Cr. 1985).

Even though Braun’s I FP notion was filed nore than 30 days after
the entry of the district court’s final judgnent and therefore
did not confer appellate jurisdiction over that judgnent, it did
confer appellate jurisdiction over three postjudgnent orders:
(1) the magi strate judge's order denying Braun’s notion for
copies of the case records; (2) the district court’s subsequent
order denying Braun’s request for review of that particul ar order
of the magistrate judge; and (3) the district court’s order
denying Braun’s “Mdtion to Delete Rules of Presented 42 U S. C
§ 1983 (Fornm) . . . .”

In his appellate brief, Braun fails to point to any error in
the entry of those three postjudgnment orders. A party’'s failure

to identify any error on the part of the district court is the
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sane as if the party had not even appeal ed. See Brinknmann v.

Dall as County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr.

1987). Braun has provided no grounds for reversal.

MOTI ONS DENI ED; AFFI RMED.



