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Appel  ant Thomas O ark appeals fromthe district court’s
dism ssal of his conplaint for failure to state a clai mupon
which relief can be granted. Because the attachnents to Cark’s
pro se conplaint set out a claimfor age and race discrimnation,
we reverse the dismssal of those two clains.

Cl ark worked for Appellee Huntleigh USA as a security

supervisor. Cark, who is white, alleges that other Huntleigh

"Pursuant to 5TH QRoUT RULE 47.5, the court has detern ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THQRaUT
RULE 47.5. 4.



enpl oyees once subjected himto racial nane calling. Shortly
after the nane-calling incident, Cark was laid off. He contends
that he was laid off because of discrimnation based on his race
and age.

Clark took his concerns to the Equal Enpl oynent Qpportunity
Comm ssion (“EEOCC’'), where he filed a charge that all eged age and
race discrimnation. The EEOC issued Cark a right-to-sue
letter, and shortly afterward, Cark, acting pro se, filed his
original conplaint in the Eastern District of Louisiana.

Clark’s original conplaint was brief, mainly containing a
description of what happened to himafter Huntleigh laid himoff.
Clark later filed an anended conplaint, which on its face
i ncluded only hints of clains but included no real factual or
| egal allegations. Attached to the conplaint, however, were
docunents that provided sone nore information about his clains.
One of those attachnents was O ark’s EECC charge of
di scrimnation, which set out his race and age di scrimnation
al | egati ons.

After being served with Cark’s anended conpl aint, Huntleigh
filed a Rule 12(b)(6) notion to dismss for failure to state a
claim This notion discussed the allegations in the anended
conplaint, but did not address any of the docunents attached to
it. The district court granted Huntleigh's notion, and this

appeal foll owed.



Rul e 12(b) (6)

We review de novo a district court’s ruling on a Rule
12(b)(6) notion to dismss for failure to state a claim Cal houn
v. Hargrove, 312 F.3d 730, 733 (5th Gr. 2002). Such a notion is
only properly granted when “it appears beyond doubt that the
plaintiff can prove no set of facts in support of his claimwhich
woul d entitle himto relief.” Conley v. G bson, 355 U S. 41, 45-
46 (1957). In deciding a 12(b)(6) notion, a court nust take al
pl eaded facts as true and view those facts in favor of the
plaintiff. Calhoun, 312 F.3d at 733.

In this case, we nust also consider that Clark is proceeding
pro se. Thus, his conplaint is “held to |ess stringent standards
than formal pleadings drafted by |lawers.” Cal houn, 312 F. 3d at
733 (quoting Taylor v. Books A MIlion, Inc., 296 F.3d 376, 378
(5th Gr. 2002)). Significantly, because of Cark’s pro se
status, our precedent conpels us to examne all of his conplaint,
i ncluding the attachnments. In Howard v. King, we concluded that
the district court erred in ruling on a 12(b)(6) notion by not
consi dering other docunents as part of pro se inmates’ conplaint:

Most inportantly, however, the court was required to | ook

beyond the inmates' formal conplaint and to consider as

anendnents to the conpl aint those materi als subsequently
filed. The court failed to consider the inmates' notion,
menor andum i n support, and affidavit, as anendnents to

the conpl aint. These docunents enbel lished the original

conplaint's avernents, and each should have been

consi der ed.

707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Gr. 1983)(citation omtted).
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When we exam ne the attachnents, we have no choice but to
conclude that Cark has stated a claimfor age and race
discrimnation. H's EEOC charge sets out the paraneters of this
claim he was selected for layoff in Decenber 2002 for
di scrimnatory reasons, while other enployees remained on the
] ob.

We agree with Huntl ei gh, however, that Cark has failed to
pl ead any other clainms, such as clains about the EECC s treatnent
of himor clains for fraud or slander. The district court
properly dism ssed those clains.

For these reasons, we reverse the district court only to the
extent it ruled that Clark failed to state an age or race
discrimnation claim Qur opinion does not excuse Cark from
future conpliance with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. For
exanpl e, he nust properly respond, and provide his own suitable
evidence, to any future notion for sunmary judgnment that
Huntl eigh mght file. W nerely hold that C ark adequately
pl eaded his discrimnation claim

AFFI RVED | N PART; REVERSED AND REMANDED | N PART.



