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

No. 01-50095
Conf er ence Cal endar

MAURI CI O ROVAN- HENAO,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

VI NCENT J. CLAUSEN, ASSI STANT DI STRI CT DI RECTOR,
DETENTI ON AND DEPORTATI ON, UNI TED STATES | MM GRATI ON
AND NATURALI ZATI ON SERVI CE; ALFREDO CAMPCS, OFFI CER

I N CHARCE, EL PASO SERVI CE PROCESSI NG CENTER

UNI TED STATES | MM GRATI ON AND NATURALI ZATI ON SERVI CE
UNKNOWN | MM GRATI ON AND NATURALI ZATI ON SERVI CE AGENTS
JOHN DOE AND JANE DCE 1-10,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. EP-99-Cv-377-DB

Decenber 12, 2001
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *
Mauri ci o Roman- Henao appeals the Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b)(6)
dism ssal of his pro se civil rights action filed pursuant to

Bi vens v. Six Unknown Naned Agents of the Federal Bureau of

Narcotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971). He argues that the district
court erred in dismssing the conplaint, nade factual errors in

its order of dismssal, and erred in not permtting discovery on

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



No. 01-50095
-2

his clainms. Roman-Henao alleged that the asserted i nadequaci es
inthe library deprived himof a right to assist other detainees,
but he has not briefed that issue on appeal and it is therefore

abandoned. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th G

1993) .
Roman- Henao has noved for | eave to supplenent the appellate
record with certain docunents; that notion is DENI ED. See

Trinity Industries, Inc. v. Martin, 963 F.2d 795, 799 (5th Cr.

1992) (citation omtted).

Roman- Henao's asserted injuries do not rise to the | evel of
a cogni zable constitutional violation, and the district court did
not err in dismssing the conplaint pursuant to Fed. R GCv. P

12(b)(6). See Lewis v. Casey, 518 U S. 343, 351 (1996); MDonal d

v. Steward, 132 F.3d 225, 230-31 (5th Cr. 1998). This appeal is

W t hout arguable nerit and thus frivolous. See Howard v. King,

707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). Because the appeal is
frivolous, it is DISM SSED. 5TH QR R 42.2.
MOTI ON DENI ED, APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS



