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

No. 02-60222
Conf er ence Cal endar

T. JAVES ANDERSQON, JR.,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:02-CV-128-LN

' February 19, 2003
Before WENER, EMLIO M GARZA, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

T. Janmes Anderson, Jr., filed in state court an action for
declaratory judgnent and injunctive relief against the United
States of Anerica, as the enployer of United States District
Court Judge WIlliam H Barbour. Anderson sought a declaration

t hat Judge Barbour was not inpartial in his disposition of a

prior lawsuit by Anderson.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The United States filed a notice of renoval to federal court
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 88 1442, 1446. The United States then
filed a notion to dismss the action, arguing that it was barred
by the doctrine of res judicata because Anderson had raised the
sane allegations in a previous unsuccessful action agai nst Judge
Barbour in the district court. The district court granted the
notion to dismss and i nposed a $250 sancti on agai nst Ander son
based on his failure to heed a warning that had been issued with
respect to his prior frivolous |awsuit agai nst Judge Barbour.

Al t hough this court applies less stringent standards to
parties proceeding pro se than to parties represented by counsel
and this court liberally construes the briefs of pro se
litigants, pro se litigants nust still brief the issues and
reasonably conply with the requirenents of FED. R AppP. P. 28.

Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Cr. 1995); Yohey v.

Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993). |Issues not briefed

are deened abandoned. Evans v. City of Marlin, Tex., 986 F.2d

104, 106 n.1 (5th Gir. 1993).

Li berally construi ng Anderson’s brief, Anderson has
adequately briefed the followng main issues for appeal: (1) that
the renoval of the action to federal court was not appropriate
and did not conport with due process; (2) that the disposition of
the case did not conport with due process. To the extent that

Anderson intended to raise any issues other than those |listed
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above, Anderson has waived those argunents by failing to
adequately brief themon appeal. See Yohey, 985 F.2d at 225.
The procedure for renoval is set forth by 28 U S.C. § 1446.
The United States conplied with the requirenents of 8§ 1446, and
it certified that it mailed a copy of the renoval notice to
Ander son
Wth respect to Anderson’s argunent that renoval was
i nappropriate, renoval of Anderson’s pleadi ng was not nmade based
on the substance of his clainms, but rather because the United
States was naned as the defendant. See 28 U . S.C. § 1442(a).
Wth respect to Anderson’s argunent that the proceedings in
the district court did not conport with due process, “[a] federal
district court has both specific and i nherent power to control

its docket . . . .” Inre United Markets Int'l, Inc., 24 F.3d

650, 654 (5th Gr. 1994). The rules are to be “construed and
adm ni stered to secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive
determ nation of every action.” Feb. R Qv. P. 1. The district
court did not deny Anderson due process. The judgnent of the

district court is AFFIRVED. All outstandi ng noti ons DEN ED



