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PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Brian L. Counts appeals an adverse
judgnment of the district court dismssing his enploynent
discrimnation suit in which he alleged that he was fired fromhis
job as a mail man, pursuant to a June 21, 2001 Notice of Renoval
for poor attendance. Counts argues that Defendant-Appellee’s
stated reason was pretextual, asserting that the real reason for
his termnation was retaliation for his filing EEO conplaints. W
dism ss this appeal for appellant’s failure adequately to brief his

case.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



Counts’s appellate brief contains just over one page of

“argunent,” is devoid of citation to any relevant | egal authority,
and fails to articulate any facts that mght insulate himfroma
summary judgnent of dismssal. Rather, his brief contains a terse
list of references to portions of the district court record which,
we find, identify only pages fromhis own deposition. Counts fails
to identify any specific evidentiary facts on which he relies, and
fails to explain why his deposition statenents should entitle him

to relief.

APPEAL DI SM SSED. !

1 Al though we dism ss this appeal for inadequate briefing,
our review of the briefs and other parts of the record on appeal
reveal ed that Counts was not discharged on the basis of
attendance, which was addressed in the June 21, 2001 Notice of
Renmoval —matters that were settled between the parties.

Rat her, he was fired on the basis of a Septenber 21 Notice of
Renoval grounded in his placing unauthorized | ong di stance phone
calls on custoners’ accounts. The Septenber Notice is not at
issue in this case.



