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

No. 00-10462
Conf er ence Cal endar

TROY O NEAL ROBI NSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
CI TY OF ABI LENE, TEXAS
TAYLOR COUNTY TEXAS;
DAVI D W THEDFCORD,
Attorney at Law,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:99-CV-282-C

~ Cctober 17, 2000
Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Troy O Neal Robinson, Texas prisoner # 547327, appeals the

dism ssal of his pro se, in fornma pauperis (IFP), civil rights

conplaint. The district court dism ssed Robinson’s civil rights
clains with prejudice as tinme-barred and, to the extent the
clains were nore properly raised in a 28 U S. C. 8§ 2254 petition,
the court dismssed the clains without prejudice to raise themin

such a petition.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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In his pro se brief, Robinson argues the nerits of his
clains. Although he recites boilerplate regarding the applicable
limtations period and the accrual of federal causes of action,
Robi nson does not argue that the district court erred in
determ ning when his causes of action accrued or in dismssing
his conplaint as tine-barred.

Al t hough pro se briefs are afforded |iberal construction,

see Haines v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520-21 (1972), even pro se

litigants nust brief argunents in order to preserve them Yohey
v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cr. 1993). Wen an appell ant
fails to identify any error in the district court’s analysis, it
is as if the appellant had not appeal ed that judgnent. Brinkmann
v. Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). GCeneral argunents
giving only broad standards of review and not citing to specific
errors are insufficient to preserve issues for appeal. [|d.

Robi nson has failed to brief any argunent regarding the
reasons given for the district court’s dism ssal of his clains.
Accordi ngly, he has abandoned the only appeal abl e i ssue and has
failed to raise any neritorious argunment on appeal. Because his
appeal is wholly without nerit, it is DISM SSED as FRI VOLOUS.
Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 21, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983); 5th CGr. R

42.2. Robinson’s notion for discovery is DENI ED as MOOT.

The di sm ssal of this appeal as frivolous counts as a

“strike” for purposes of 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba V.
Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 385-87 (5th G r. 1996). Robinson is
warned that if he accunul ates three “strikes” pursuant to

8§ 1915(g), he may not be able to proceed IFP in any civil action
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or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any
facility unless he is under inm nent danger of serious physical
injury. See 8§ 1915(9).

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS; STRI KE WARNI NG | SSUED;, MOTI ON
FOR DI SCOVERY DENI ED AS MOOT.



