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2: 02-CV-130

Bef ore H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and PRADO Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Roberson chal |l enges the district court’s order dism ssing
her suit w thout prejudice.

St ephani e Roberson filed a conpl aint seeking recovery for
personal injuries she sustained when a forklift struck her

apparently during the course of her enploynent. The magistrate

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.



judge to whomthe case was assigned was unable to determ ne from
the pleadings the basis for the court’s jurisdiction or the
nature of the claim that is whether it was a contract suit, a
tort suit or a worker’s conpensation suit. The magistrate judge
directed Ms. Roberson to anend her petition to state with
specificity the legal clains presented and the facts she relied
on in support thereof. Wen the plaintiff did not respond, the
magi strate judge recommended that the case be dism ssed for two
reasons: (1) the conplaint did not denonstrate that the claimwas
wthin the court’s jurisdiction and (2) the plaintiff failed to
anend her conplaint as directed by the court.

The district court adopted the magi strate judge’'s findings,
accepted the magistrate judge s recommendati ons and di sm ssed the
case W t hout prejudice.

Unfortunately, M. Roberson, who filed this appeal pro se,
addressed neither ground upon which the court dism ssed her suit.
Her brief is limted to a discussion of the facts surroundi ng her
acci dent.

When an appellant fails to address the nerits of an opinion
or fails to identify any error, the practical effect “is the sane
as if [she] had not appeal ed that judgnent.” Brinkmann v. Dall as
County, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987) Because the appell ant

failed to address the grounds for the district court’s ruling, we



consi der her clai ns abandoned.?

Appeal DI SM SSED.

! Roberson also filed a notion to add another party to this
suit. The notion is denied.



