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

No. 02-30019
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOE NATHAN TUBBS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

ANTHONY BATSON, ELI ZABETH PEARSON
MCI TELEPHONE CO. ,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 01-Cv-1703

© August 20, 2002
Bef ore H G3d NBOTHAM DAVI S, and PARKER, CGCircuit Judges
PER CURI AM *

Joe Nat han Tubbs, Louisiana prisoner nunber 68556, appeal s
the district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S. C. § 1983 civil
rights suit as frivolous and for failure to state a claim Tubbs
argues that the district court erred in dismssing his suit
W t hout determ ni ng whet her defendant Elizabeth Pearson filed

fal se charges agai nst him whether he had been deni ed due process

at his disciplinary hearing, and whether he had raised a valid

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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conspiracy claim He does not, however, contend that the
district court erred in dismssing his claimagai nst defendant
MCl . Because he does not present any argunent concerning his

claimagainst MCl, that claimis waived. See Yohey v. Collins,

985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th GCr. 1993).
Tubbs has not shown that the remaining defendants’ all eged
i nproper actions deprived himof a constitutional right. Madison

v. Parker, 104 F.3d 765, 767 (5th G r. 1997); Luken v. Scott, 71

F.3d 192, 193 (5th Gr. 1995). A wviolation of the plaintiff’s
constitutional rights is an essential elenent of a 42 U S. C

§ 1983 suit. Johnson v. Dallas Indep. Sch. Dist., 38 F.3d 198,

200 (5th Gr. 1994). Because Tubbs has not shown that the

def endants violated his constitutional rights, he |ikew se has
not shown that the district court erred in dismssing his 42
US C 8§ 1983 suit. The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



