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PER CURI AM !

Hurie and Joycelyn Jones (the Joneses) appeal the judgnent
dismssing their Title VII clainms against the School Board of
Bossi er Parish. Because the appeal is frivolous, it is D SM SSED

| .

The Joneses were enpl oyed by the Board. |n August 1989, while
serving as Assistant Principal of Haughton H gh School, M. Jones
was arrested after his daughter conplained to authorities that he

beat her with a flashlight. Jane Smth, Principal of Haughton Hi gh

. Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



School and M. Jones' i medi ate supervisor, instructed M. Jones to
stay away fromthe school until the matter regardi ng his daughter
had been resol ved. The daughter dropped the crim nal charges; M.
Jones returned to his duties as Assistant Principal, continuing to
serve throughout the remainder of the 1989-90 school year.

Shortly before the 1990-91 school year began, M. Jones filed
an action, seeking $5 mllion in danages, against Smith, his
daughter and brother, and various local officials and police
officers, contending that they had conspired to have him arrested
and charged with beating his daughter in order to prevent himfrom
advanci ng as an educator. At Smth's request, the Superintendent
of Schools transferred M. Jones in 1990 to a position at the
Nat ure Center, where his duties included perform ng manual | abor.
At trial, Smth and the Superintendent testified that the transfer
was necessary, because it woul d have been inpossible for Smth and
M. Jones to work together in light of his action against her.
Both before and after being transferred to the Nature Center, M.
Jones applied for various admnistrative positions in the school
system but was not hired for any of them

In February 1991, the Superintendent of Schools notified M.
Jones that he would recomend to the Board that M. Jones
admnistrative contract not be renewed. The Superi nt endent
testified that he nmade that recommendati on because he feared the
consequences of M. Jones serving in a capacity as a disciplinarian
of students. Those fears stemmed froman i nvestigati on, undertaken

after M. Jones had filed the action against Smth, which had



reveal ed that M. Jones had been arrested for beating his daughter
12 years earlier, while teaching in Jefferson Parish. Those
charges were dropped; and, thereafter, M. Jones filed an action
against his enployer, and various |law enforcenent officials,
alleging that they had conspired to have him arrested. The
investigation also revealed that, while enployed in Jefferson
Parish, M. Jones had been reprinmanded for throwi ng a nal e student
agai nst the wall and kneeing himin the groin. The School Board
accepted t he Superintendent's reconmendati on, and di d not renew M.
Jones' adm nistrative contract.

I n August 1991, the Joneses filed suit against the Board and
nunmerous individuals, claimng that the defendants discrim nated
agai nst them because of their race: (1) by placing Ms. Jones in a
pr of essi onal assi stance program(renedi ation), and refusing to hire
her as a librarian; and (2) by transferring M. Jones, refusing to
hire himfor the adm nistrative positions for which he applied, and
refusing to renew his contract. They sought declaratory and
injunctive relief, and conpensatory and punitive damages under
Title VII, the First and Fourteenth Anmendnents, 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
and state law. Pursuant to the pretrial order, however, the case
proceeded to trial, with an advisory jury, only on the Title VII
cl ai ms.

In response to special interrogatories, the advisory jury
found that the Board did not refuse to pronote Ms. Jones because
of her race, and that it did not transfer or refuse to pronote or

to renew M. Jones' contract because of his race. The district



court agreed with the advisory jury's findings, and entered
j udgnent for the Board.
1.

Al t hough represented by counsel in the district court, the
Joneses are proceeding pro se on appeal.? Although we liberally
construe briefs filed by pro se litigants, we still require themto
conply wth the Federal Rul es of Appellate Procedure and our | ocal
rules. See, e.g., Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cir.
1993). Sinply put, appellants have not done so. Although they
list eight issues in the statenent of issues in their opening
brief, none of those i ssues contain any contentions regarding their
Title VIl clains, which were the only clains presented at trial and
not abandoned in the pretrial order, but instead assert that the
district court violated the First Anendnent, the equal protection
and due process provisions of the Fourteenth Anendnent, and 42
US C 88 1981, 1982, 1983, 1985(3), and 1986, by refusing to
accept substantial evidence of various allegedly discrimnatory
actions, sone of which were not raised in their conplaint or at
trial.

The Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure® provide that the
statenent of the case "shall first indicate briefly the nature of
the case, the course of proceedings, and its disposition in the

court below'. Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(4). Rather than descri bing

2 M. Jones testified at trial that he has a | aw degree.

3 Because appellants filed their opening brief on Novenber 14,
1994, we cite to the version of the Rules in effect at that tine,
prior to their anmendnent, effective Decenber 1, 1994.

- 4 -



the course of proceedings and disposition of the instant case, as
required by the rules, appellants' "Statenent of the Case"
descri bes a 1964 school desegregation case, to which they were not
parties.

Rul e 28(a)(4) requires that the statenent of the facts contain
"appropriate references to the record". Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(4);
see also 5th Cr. Loc. R 28.2.3 ("Every assertion in briefs
regarding matter in the record shall be supported by a reference to
t he page nunber of the original record where the matter relied upon
is to be found."). Appellants' statenent of facts (indeed, their
entire brief) does not contain any references to the record. O
course, it would be inpossible to furnish record citations for
statenments which refer to facts and evidence that are not in the
record. Appel l ants' statenent of facts contains nmany such
st atenents. Moreover, attached to both their opening brief and
their reply brief are nunerous docunents which are not part of the
record on appeal. It is nore than well-settled that we "w || not
ordinarily enlarge the record on appeal to include material not
before the district court.” United States v. Flores, 887 F.2d 543,
546 (5th Cir. 1989).

Finally, appellants failed to conply with Rul e 28(a)(5), which
provides that the argunent "nust contain the contentions of the
appel l ant on the issues presented, and the reasons therefor, with
citations to the authorities, statutes, and parts of the record
relied on", as well as "a concise statenent of the applicable

standard of review'. Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(5). Appel I ant s



argunent contains no record citations; makes contentions about
i ssues not raised in their conplaint, pretrial order, or at trial;
and refers on nunerous occasions to matters outside the record.
Appel l ants whol ly ignore our standard of review, fail to discuss
t he evi dence adduced at trial, and fail to assert any grounds which
woul d support a conclusion that the district court erred in hol di ng
that the Board did not violate Title VII by discrimnating agai nst
themon the basis of their race. |In short, appellants' brief is a
"hodgepodge of unsupported assertions, irrelevant platitudes, and
| egalistic gibberish." Crain v. Conm ssioner, 737 F.2d 1417, 1418
(5th Gir. 1984).4

Appel lants' utter disregard for the rules of appellate
procedure provides anple justification for the dismssal of their
appeal as frivolous. See 5th Cr. Loc. R 42.2; More v. FD C, 993
F.2d 106, 107 (5th Cr. 1993) (dism ssing appeal for failure to
conply with appellate rules). The appeal is also frivol ous because
the appellants have failed to identify any grounds for reversing
the conclusion that the Board did not discrimnate against themon
the basis of their race. The only evidence of discrimnation in
the record is appellants' subjective beliefs that the Board's
deci sions were notivated by race. Needless to say, such beliefs

cannot support finding racial discrimnation under Title VII.

4 The appel |l ants' reply brief simlarly disregards our
procedural rules by, anong other things, by raising new issues.
See United Paperworkers Int'l Union v. Chanpion Int'l Corp., 908
F.2d 1252, 1255 (5th Cr. 1990) (issues raised for first tine in
reply brief are waived).



L1l
For the foregoing reasons, the appeal is

DI SM SSED.



