
     * Local Rule 47.5.1 provides:  "The publication of opinions that have
no precedential value and merely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of law imposes needless expense on the public and burdens on
the legal profession."  Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determined that this
opinion should not be published.
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PER CURIAM:*

Rodriguez was convicted in state court of aggravated robbery,
and the jury assessed punishment at life imprisonment.  The
conviction and sentence were affirmed on direct appeal, and
Rodriguez's petition for state habeas relief was denied.  Rodriguez
then filed a petition for habeas corpus relief in the federal
district court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2254 (1988).  The district
court found that Rodriguez had failed to exhaust his state remedies



     1 With one minor exception, the whole of appellant's brief is devoted
to attacking the merits of his conviction.
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with respect to his claims of improper prosecutorial argument and
denial of his right to confront witnesses against him.  The
district court dismissed the petition without prejudice and granted
Rodriguez's request for a certificate of probable cause to appeal.

The district court's only grounds for dismissal was its
finding that Rodriguez failed to exhaust state remedies.  If in
fact Rodriguez did not exhaust his state court remedies, dismissal
of his federal habeas petition was required.  See Rose v. Lundy,
455 U.S. 509, 522, 102 S. Ct. 1198, 1205, 71 L. Ed. 2d 379 (1982)
(holding that district court must dismiss habeas petitions
containing unexhausted claims).  We need not reach the issue,
however, for Rodriguez fails to argue that he exhausted his state
remedies.1  At most, Rodriguez might be understood to request a
waiver of the exhaustion requirement on the grounds that there
existed circumstances rendering the state habeas procedure
ineffective to protect his rights.  Cf. 28 U.S.C. § 2254(b) (1988)
(identifying deficiencies in state habeas procedure as sufficient
grounds for writ).  Although the Court recognizes the need to
construe the briefs of pro se plaintiffs as liberally as possible,
see Barksdale v. King, 699 F.2d 744, 746 (5th Cir. 1983), we
require something more than unsupported conclusory allegations.
See Fed. R. App. P. 28(a)(5) (requiring that appellant's brief
contain an argument).  As Rodriguez offers nothing more, his claim
is waived.  Friou v. Phillips Petroleum Co., 948 F.2d 972, 974 (5th
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Cir. 1991) ("A party who inadequately briefs an issue is considered
to have abandoned the claim."); Morrison v. City of Baton Rouge,
761 F.2d 242, 244 (5th Cir. 1985) (merely stating issue
insufficient for purposes of appellate review).  Because Rodriguez
has not shown that the district court erred by dismissing his
petition for failure to exhaust his state remedies, we AFFIRM.


