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

No. 01-50879
Conf er ence Cal endar

VI CKI E GORDON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAI RS;
COUNTRYW DE HOVE LOANS, | NC.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-01-Cv-138

 April 11, 2002
Before SM TH, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Vi cki e Gordon appeals the dism ssal, w thout prejudice, of
her clainms against the United States Departnent of Veterans
Affairs (“VA’) and Countryw de Hone Loans, Inc. (“Countryw de”).
Gordon contends that the district court was w thout subject-
matter jurisdiction over this action, which was filed originally
in Texas state court. Gordon argues that 28 U . S.C. § 1442 does

not authorize renoval by a federal agency. Gordon’s position is

i nconsistent with the plain | anguage of 28 U S.C. § 1442(a)(1),

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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as well as our precedent. See Wnters v. Dianond Shanrock Chem

Co., 149 F.3d 387, 397 n.12 (5th Cr. 1998).
Gordon fails entirely to brief the question of whether the

district court erred in its determ nation, under Zuspann V.

Brown, 60 F.3d 1156 (5th Gr. 1995), that it |acked jurisdiction
to consider certain clainms, and she |likew se fails to argue that
the district court erred in its conclusion that the VA gave
proper notice of an upcom ng foreclosure sale. Failure by the
appellant to identify any error in the district court’s analysis
or application of the lawto the facts of the case is the sane as

if the appellant had not appeal ed that judgnent. See Brinknmann

v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th

Cir. 1987). Gordon nmakes no argunent that the district court
erred in dismssing her clains agai nst Countryw de, and therefore
she has wai ved any argunent she m ght have asserted as to this

def endant . See Carnon v. Lubrizol Corp., 17 F.3d 791, 794 & n. 6

(5th Gir. 1994).
AFFI RVED.



