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Jeffrey Bal awaj der, Texas inmate #520106, has appeal ed
the district court’s denial of his notion for relief under FEeD.
R QGv. P. 59(e) and the denial of his request, as a sanctioned
litigant, for permssion to file a civil conplaint in the district

court. Qur review is for an abuse of discretion. Marti nez v.

Johnson, 104 F.3d 769, 771 (5th Cr. 1997); Topalian v. Ehrnan,

3 F.3d 931, 934 (5th Cr. 1993); Celabert v. Lynaugh, 894 F. 2d 746,

748 (5th Gir. 1990).

Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



Bal awaj der contends that the district court |acked
jurisdiction to enforce a sanction order that had been issued by
another district court and that the enforcenment of the sanction
constituted a denial of due process. W have previously rejected

this argunent. Balawajder v. Scott, 160 F.3d 1066, 1068 (5th Cr

1998).

Bal awaj der asserts that the district court did not
provi de sufficient notice of the requirenents that he nust fulfill
to obtain permssionto file a conplaint inthe district court. He
chal l enges the district court’s determ nations that his conpl aint
is excessive in length and contains m sjoined parties and cl ai s,
contract causes of action that were devised to circunvent the
statute of limtations, and outl andi sh allegations of conspiracy.

In his appel |l ate brief, Bal awaj der has not chal | enged t he
district court’s conclusion that his conplaint contained civil
rights clainms that would be barred by the statute of limtations;

t hus, he has abandoned any such chall enge. See Brinkmann v. Dall as

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

Bal awaj der has not provided facts and citations to authority to
support his assertion that his contract clains are legally viable
and sufficient clains. Although we apply | ess stringent standards
to parties proceeding pro se than to parties represented by counsel
and liberally construe the briefs of pro se litigants, pro se
parties nust still brief the i ssues and reasonably conply with the

requi renents of FED. R App. P. 28. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523,
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524 (5th Gr. 1995). Bal awaj der has not shown error in the
district court’s determ nations regarding his contract clains. See
Bri nkmann, 813 F.2d at 748. Bal awaj der’s concl usi onal all egations

are not sufficient to denonstrate a conspiracy. WIson v. Budney,

976 F.2d 957, 958 (5th Cr. 1992).

Bal awaj der incorrectly contends that the district court
di sm ssed his conpl ai nt because the conpl ai nt contai ned parties and
clains joined in violation of FED. R Qv. P. 18(a) and 20. The dis-
trict court denied Bal awaj der |leave to file the conplaint for al
the reasons specified inits order. Balawajder has not shown that
the district court’s decision was an abuse of discretion. See
Gel abert, 894 F.2d at 748.

AFFI RVED.



