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

No. 94-50219
Conf er ence Cal endar

OTUVA AGADAGA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

BEN KEELE, Sheriff, Ward
Co., ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. P-93-CV-58
) (Novenber 15, 1994)
Before JONES, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
"Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(4) requires that the appellant's
argunent contain the reasons he deserves the requested relief

wWth citation to the authorities, statutes and parts of the

record relied on." Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cr

1993) (internal quotations omtted). Although this Court
liberally construes the briefs of pro se appellants, Price v.

Digital Equip. Corp., 846 F.2d 1026, 1028 (5th G r. 1988), the

Court requires argunents to be briefed in order to be preserved.

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that this opinion should not be published.
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Yohey, 985 F.2d at 225. Even if the appellant is proceeding pro
se, clainms not adequately argued in the body of the brief are
deened abandoned on appeal. See id. at 224-25. GCeneral
argunents giving only broad standards of review and not citing to
specific errors are insufficient to preserve issues for appeal.

See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d

744, 748 (5th Cir. 1987).

QG uma Agadaga's brief does not satisfy the requirenents of
Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(4). Agadaga lists four issues under the
headi ng "I ssues Presented": 1) whether the district court abused
its discretion by dism ssing his conplaint on the "very date"
that he received the magi strate judge's report and
recommendati on; 2) whether he was prejudiced by the district
court's failure to consider his affidavit and objections to the
magi strate judge's report and reconmendations; 3) whether his
conpl aint presented a clai mupon which relief could be granted;
and 4) whether the defendants were entitled to qualified imunity
as officers of a nunicipality. Agadaga's listing of his issues
on appeal constitutes his sole | egal argunent.

Under the heading "Facts of the case," Agadaga directs the
Court to his affidavit contained in the record. Under the
headi ng "Argunent," Agadaga states that he does not have access
to alaw library and directs the Court to consider the exhibits,
conpl ai nt, pleadings, responses, and objections to the
recomendati ons.

Agadaga nmakes no specific | egal argunents regardi ng any

alleged errors commtted by the district court. Because
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Agadaga's clains are not adequately argued in the body of his
brief, they are deened abandoned on appeal. This appeal presents
no i ssue of arguable nmerit and is thus frivolous. Howard v.
King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Because the appea
is frivolous, it is dismssed. 5th Gr. R 42. 2.
DI SM SSED.



