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RAY MOORE,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
PAMELA T. STITES, Parole Oficer; RONNIE FANNI NG Unit
Supervi sor; DONNELL PCLLARD, Head Parol e Supervisor; M CHAEL W
HULL, Hearing Oficer (Waco); CHARLES MARTIN, Hearing Oficer
(Arlington); KEVIN STEPHEN, Parole O ficer; DALTON DOM NGUE, Head
Parole O ficer; VICTOR RODRI GUEZ, Board of Pardon and Parole
Di vi si on,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:02-CV-173-P

Bef ore BARKSDALE, GARZA, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ray Mbore appeals the dismssal wth prejudi ce under FED.
R Qv. P. 12(b)(6) of his in forma pauperis 42 U S.C. § 1983
suit agai nst several parole and hearing officers for the Texas
Board of Pardons and Paroles. The district court granted the
defendants’ notion to dism ss because the defendants were
absolutely imune fromsuit. More asserts conclusorily that the

def endants di scrimnated against himin applying policies and

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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procedures to himretroactively and conplains that the district
court did not exam ne “serious constitutional issue[s]” contained
in his conplaint. He does not identify those issues. Moore’s
brief does not touch upon the district court’s reason for
granting the defendants’ notions to dismss.

“An appellant’s brief nust contain an argunent on the issues

that are raised, in order that [this court] may know what action

of the district court is being conplained of.” A -Ra’id v.

Ingle, 69 F.3d 28, 31 (5th Cr. 1995). “There is no exenption
for pro se litigants, though we construe their briefs liberally.”
|d. Because Mdore has briefed no argunent with respect to the

district court’s determnation that the defendants are absol utely

i mmune, he has wai ved any such argunent. See Yohey v. Collins,
985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993); Fen. R App. P. 28(a)(9).

Moore’s appeal is without arguable nerit, see Howard v.

King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983), and it is DI SM SSED as
frivolous. 5THQCGR R 42.2. More is warned that any future
frivolous filings will subject himto sanctions.

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



