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

No. 95-40400
Conf er ence Cal endar

TYRONE HALL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

ROGER D. ADAI R, CG3; DAVID C. BROW, COB;
RI CHARD L. JACKSQON, JR., Sergeant,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:94-CV-524
(Cct ober 18, 1995)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

In four sparse paragraphs, Tyrone Hall requests this court
to appoi nt counsel because Hall is a layman, asks for a new trial
wth a jury, makes generalized all egations concerning his
confinenent unrelated to the specific allegations of his lawsuit,
and conclusionally states that the defendants violated the | aw

"Al though we liberally construe briefs of pro se litigants and

apply less stringent standards to parties proceeding pro se than

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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to parties represented by counsel, pro se parties nust still
brief the issues and reasonably conply wth the standards of

[Fed. R App. P.] 28." Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th

Cir. 1995) (footnote omtted). Hall's brief does not reasonably
conply with Rule 28, and it does not contain argunent chall enging
the district court's final judgnent. See Rule 28(a).

To the extent that Hall attenpts to raise issues and argue
themin his reply brief, the argunents cone too |late. See Yohey
v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cr. 1993). Hall cannot raise
an issue for the first tinme in his reply brief, but he may
respond to argunents raised in the appellees' brief. See

Stephens v. C.1.T. Goup/Equip. Fin., Inc., 955 F.2d 1023, 1026

(5th Gir. 1992).

Because Hall fails to present argunents in his original
brief, his appeal is dismssed for failure to prosecute. See
Gant, 59 F.3d at 525 n.7; 5th Gr. R 42.3.2.

We caution Hall that any additional frivolous or wholly
insufficient appeals filed by himor on his behalf wll invite
the inposition of sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Hall is further
cautioned to review all pending appeals to ensure that they do
not raise argunents that are frivol ous because they have been
previously decided by this court.

DI SM SSED.  ADMONI TI ON | SSUED



