UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 95-50110
Summary Cal endar

W LLI AM ROBERT PARKER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

BOBBY CASKEY, ET AL.,
Def endant - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Texas

(A 94 CA 603)
( March 28, 1995)

Before KING JOLLY and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

BACKGROUND

Texas state prisoner WIlliamRobert Parker filed a pro se, in

forma pauperis (IFP) conplaint agai nst Bobby and Boyd Caskey, the

parents of his murder victim state court Judge Benny Boles; the

Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles; and various nenbers of the

" Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat 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that this opinion should not be published.



Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles, alleging that the various
def endants conspired to deprive him of his civil rights during
parol e proceedi ngs. The magistrate judge ordered Parker to file a
nmore definite statenent, and Parker responded by filing a | engthy
pl eadi ng whi ch i ncl uded newspaper references regarding the Caskeys
contacts with the Board of Pardons and Parol es; correspondence from
various state officials; lists of witnesses and the subject matter
of their intended testinony; and pleadings from prior state and
federal proceedings. The magistrate judge had the pleadings
stricken fromthe record because Parker failed to conply with the
local rule requiring all pleadings to be filed in duplicate.

The magi strate judge recommended di sm ssing the conplaint as
frivol ous because the cl ai ns agai nst the Caskeys were frivol ous and
mal i ci ous; against Judge Boles and the nenbers of the Board of
Par dons and Parol e because they are absol utely i nmune; and agai nst
the Board of Pardons and Parol es because it was not a "person"
wthin the neaning of § 1983. The district court, after
considering the stricken pl eadi ngs, adopted the magi strate judge's
report and recommendati on and di sm ssed t he conpl aint as frivol ous.

On appeal, Parker argues the nerits of his underlying claim

that the various defendants conspired to deny him parole

(7]

ee
Appellant's Brief, 3-5, but does not address the basis of the
district court's dismssal. |ssues not raised or briefed on appeal

are consi dered abandoned. Evans v. City of Marlin, Tex., 986 F.2d

104, 106 n.1 (5th Cr. 1993). Therefore, this court wll dismss



the entire appeal as frivol ous. See Lavergne v. Harris County

Central Jail, No. 94-20112 (5th Cr. Sept. 20, 1994) (unpubli shed;
copy attached).

Parker also argues that the district court prematurely
di sm ssed his conplaint wthout a Spears hearing, but he does not
i ndi cate how he woul d have expanded upon the allegations in his
conplaint. A district court is not required to conduct a Spears
hearing before dism ssing an | FP conplaint as frivolous. Geen v.
McKaskl e, 788 F.2d 1116, 1120 (5th Gr. 1986). A Spears hearingis
“in the nature of a notion for a nore definite statenent." Wsson

v. Qglesby, 910 F.2d 278, 281 (5th Cr. 1990). | nstead of

conducting a Spears hearing, Parker was given an opportunity to
file a nore definite statenent. Par ker cannot denonstrate any
error.
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