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

No. 94-20604
USDC No. CA-H-94-2221

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
CHARLES W LLIE WLLIAM
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(January 26, 1995)
Before SMTH, EM LIO M GARZA, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
| T IS ORDERED that Charlie Wllie WIlliams notion for |eave

to proceed in forma pauperis is DENIED and his appeal is

DI SM SSED AS FRIVOLOUS. Fifth Cr. R 42.2. Wlliams appeal is
not taken in good faith, i.e., it does not present any

nonfrivol ous issues. See 28 U S. C. 8§ 1915(a); Carson v. Polley,

689 F.2d 562, 586 (5th Gr. 1982). WIlliams notion for
tenporary restraining order and/or prelimnary injunction is also

DENI ED as unnecessary.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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The district court summarily denied Wlliams 28 U S. C
§ 2255 notion w thout stating reasons and denied Wllians

application to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP)

Rul e 4(b) of the Rules Governing 8 2255 Proceedi ngs states:

If it plainly appears fromthe face of the notion and
any annexed exhibits and the prior proceedings in the
case that the novant is not entitled to relief in the
district court, the judge shall make an order for its
summary di sm ssal and cause the novant to be notifi ed.
O herwi se the judge shall order the United States
Attorney to file an answer or other pleading within the
period of time fixed by the court or take other such
action as the judge deens appropriate.

Unl ess the record conclusively shows that a defendant is entitled
to no relief, the district court nust set out its findings of

fact and conclusions of |law when ruling on a 8§ 2255 notion. U.S.
v. Edwards, 711 F.2d 633, 633 (5th Cr. 1983). A statenent of
findings of fact and conclusions of lawis "indispensable to
appellate review " Hart v. U S., 565 F.2d 360, 362 (5th G
1978) .

The district court may have erred in summarily di sm ssing
Wlliams notion without stating any reasons. However, although
Wlliamidentifies the issues he raised in the district court, he
does not argue them on appeal. |Issues that are not addressed on

appeal are considered abandoned. See Waver v. Puckett, 896 F.2d

126, 128 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 498 U S 966 (1990). A renmand

for entry of reasons woul d be neani ngl ess, because WIIiam does
not argue any issues for appellate review that would require this
Court to consider any findings of facts and concl usions of |aw
Wl liam does not present a nonfrivol ous issue for review.
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