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

Don Benny Anderson (federal prisoner #06260-026) filed a
petition pursuant to 28 U . S.C. § 2241 wherein he sought to
chal l enge his crimnal convictions for interfering wth conmerce
by threats or violence and ai ding and abetting, in violation of
18 U.S.C. 88 2 and 1951. Noting that Anderson had filed at | east
three prior notions under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2255 which attacked the

sane judgnent at issue in his instant petition, the district

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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court construed the petition as a second or successive 28 U S. C
8§ 2255 notion to vacate, set aside, or correct sentence, and
di sm ssed the notion for |ack of jurisdiction.
Ander son noves this court for |eave to proceed on appeal
W thout a certificate of appealability (COA). The notion is

GRANTED. See Wesson v. U. S. Penitentiary Beaunont, Tx., 305 F.3d

343, 345 (5th Gir. 2002), cert. denied, 123 S. C. 1374 (2003).

Al l ot her outstanding notions are DEN ED

Ander son argues that his conviction violates double
j eopardy, that his counsel was ineffective, and that he is
actually innocent of the counts charged in the indictnent.
Ander son does not, however, address the district court’s
dism ssal of his petition for lack of jurisdiction. Nor does he
seek this court’s authorization to file a successive 28 U S. C
§ 2255 notion, or explain why he should be allowed to proceed
with his clainms under 28 U. S.C. § 2241.

Al t hough this court construes pro se pleadings |liberally,
even pro se litigants nust abide by the Federal Rules of

Appel | ate Procedure. See United States v. WIlkes, 20 F. 3d 651,

653 (5th Cir. 1994). An appellant’s brief nust contain an
argunent, which in turn nust contain his “contentions and the
reasons for them wth citations to the authorities and parts of
the record on which the appellant relies” and “for each issue, a

conci se statenent of the applicable standard of review ” FEeD.
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R App. P. 28(a)(9). Because he has failed to identify any error
inthe district court’s analysis, Anderson has abandoned the only

i ssue for appeal. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff

Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th GCr. 1987); Fep. R App. P.
28(a)(9). Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



