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

No. 00-11395
Conf er ence Cal endar

JAVES REEDOM

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
BOBBY HOLMAN; BRENDA HOLMAN,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:00-CVv-1687-E

 June 13, 2001
Bef ore WENER, DeMOSS, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Janes Reedom appeals pro se fromthe district court's
di sm ssal wi thout prejudice of his conplaint pursuant to 28
US C 8 1915(e)(2)(B) and Federal Rule of G vil Procedure 8(a).
Reedom has failed to adequately brief how the district court

erred in dismssing his conplaint by failing to provide argunent

and authorities in support of his claim See Yohey v. Collins,

985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993)("argunents nust be briefed to
be preserved"); see also Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(9).

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Reedom argues that the district court judge was biased and
shoul d have been recused. O her than nmaki ng general and
concl usi onal allegations of bias, Reedom has produced not hi ng
t hat woul d cause a reasonable man to doubt the district court's

inpartiality. See 28 U . S.C. 8 455(a); Levitt v. University of

Texas at EI Paso, 847 F.2d 221, 226 (5th Cr. 1988).

This appeal is without arguable nerit and thus frivol ous.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983).

Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DOSMSSED. 5th Cr. R
42. 2.
DI SM SSED.



