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

No. 95-10397
Conf er ence Cal endar

DEBRA LYNN LEBOURNEY PATMORE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
BEN WHI TEMAN, JR , Sheriff;
DAVI S, Sergeant, Jail Adm nistrator;
ALl CE YOUNGBLOOD, Sergeant, Parker
County, TX

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas, Fort Wrth
USDC No. 4:94CV00531
(Cct ober 18, 1995)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Debra Lynn Lebourney Patnore, a former inmate of the Parker

County Jail, filed a pro se and in forma pauperis (IFP) civil

rights conplaint alleging the denial of nedical care. The
district court dism ssed the conplaint wthout prejudice pursuant

to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d).

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that this opinion should not be published.
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Patnore filed in the district court a notion requesting
| eave to appeal out-of-tine. She also filed a notice of appeal
in this court. This court remanded the case to the district
court for a determ nation whether Patnore had deposited her
notice of appeal in the prison systemon or before the | ast day
for filing. This court also directed the district court to make
a final ruling on Patnore's notion for |eave to appeal out-of-
tine.

The district court's subsequent determ nation that Patnore's
notice of appeal was not tinely filed, and its denial of
Patnore's notion for | eave to appeal out-of-tinme, are the subject
of the instant appeal. However, Patnore neither argues nor
refers to the issues before this court in her appellate brief.
Rat her, Patnore re-argues the nerits of her civil rights
conplaint, inpliedly suggesting that the district court erred by
dism ssing the conplaint. Patnore's appeal of the district
court's dismssal of her conplaint was dism ssed for failure to
file a brief.

Al t hough we liberally construe briefs of pro se litigants
and apply less stringent standards to parties proceeding pro se
than to parties represented by counsel, pro se parties nust brief
the issues and reasonably conply with Fed. R App. P. 28(a).
Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Cr. 1995). |ssues not

briefed are deened abandoned. Evans v. City of Marlin, Tex., 986

F.2d 104, 106 n.1 (5th G r. 1993). Because Patnore does not

brief the only issues before the court, they are deened abandoned
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and we will not address them See id. The appeal is DI SM SSED.
See Grant, 59 F.3d at 525; 5th Gr. R 42.3.2.



