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GERALD GRUDZI NSKAS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
HOVESI DE LENDI NG, I NC.; ET AL.

Def endant s,
HOVESI DE LENDI NG I NC.; J. GARY MASSEY, Substituted
Trustee; JAMES E. LAMBERT; MRS. J. TAYLCE SI MVONS, JR.,
in her capacity as Primary Beneficiary under the Last
WIl and Testanent of Julius Tayl oe Simons, Jr.,
Substituted in Place and I nstead of Julius Tayl oe
Si mmons, Jr., Deceased,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:00- CV-556-W5

Before EMLIO M GARZA, DeMOSS, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Ceral d Grudzi nskas appeals the district court’s dism ssal of
his 42 U S. C § 1983 conplaint. H s guardian, J. Carl WI son,
has filed a notion for substitution of a party. Although the

motion is styled as one for substitution, WIlson, who is not a

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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| awyer, seeks |leave of this court to act as G udzi nskas’s
attorney and represent himon appeal. This notion is DEN ED

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

the requirenents of FED. R App. P. 28. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d

523, 524 (5th Gr. 1995). This court will not construct
argunents or theories for G udzi nskas absent any coherent

di scussi on of those issues. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County

Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Grudzi nskas nmakes no coherent argunent chal |l enging the
correctness of the district court’s judgnent. H's appeal is

W t hout arguable nmerit and is frivolous. See Howard v. King,

707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). Because the appeal is

frivolous, it is D SM SSED. See 5THCR R 42. 2.



