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Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVI'S, AND PRADO Circuit Judges:

PER CURI AM *

Pursuant to 5THGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Appel l ant M chael Dorsett filed suit under 42 U S. C. § 1983
against G A Hug, F. D. Chanbers, and nunerous other defendants
alleging violations of his constitutional rights. He also raised
clains under the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations
(RICO Act! and the Wre and El ectroni ¢ Cormuni cati ons | nterception
and Interception of Oal Conmunications (Wretap) Act.? The
district court dism ssed his clains, and Dorsett appeals. He also
argues that the district abused its discretion in denying his
recusal notions. W have consolidated the appeals,® and we now
AFFI RM

This suit centers around the events preceding Dorsett’s 1998
convi ction. He pled guilty to one count of carrying a firearm
during a crine of violence, in violation of 18 U S.C. §8 924(c)(1)
and (2), and was sentenced to a termof sixty nonths foll owed by a
three year term of supervised release. Dorsett alleged in his
conpl aint that Hug, Chanbers, and the other defendants engaged in
an illicit undercover investigation.

Dorsett sued Appellee Gerald Carruth, an Assistant United
States Attorney for the Wstern District of Texas, in his
i ndi vidual capacity. The district court determ ned that defendant
Carruth was entitled to dismssal on several grounds. I n

particular, the court concluded that “Carruth is entitled to the

118 U.S.C. § 1962.
218 U.S. C § 2511.
3 See FeED. R App. P. 3(b).
- 3-



defense of qualified inmmunity.” Al though Dorsett chall enges sone
of the district court’s grounds for dismssal, he failed to brief
the issue of qualified immunity. Pro se briefs are afforded
liberal construction,* but even pro se litigants nust brief
argunents in order to preserve them?® Argunents not adequately
argued in the body of the brief are deemed abandoned on appeal.®
Because the district court’s unchall enged di sm ssal on grounds of
qualified immunity is sufficient to dispose of all the clains
asserted against Carruth, it is unnecessary to discuss Dorsett’s
ot her argunents.’

The district court determned that Dorsett’s only claim
agai nst Appellees Lt. L. Coffey, Capt. J. Keathley, Maj. M Pace,
Col. F. Mlls, and Col. W WIlhoit (the M ssouri Fi ve)
and Appel | ees John P. Bradford, Al bert Sanchez, Vicki Marwood, Todd
McCall, Pat Kierhan, Mnica Segedy, G eg Harbourt, Laurie G bbs,
Li sa Redw ne, Anthony Waver, Jim Mntee, and Robert Zane (the
Federal Twelve) arose under the RICO Act, and granted the
defendants’ notions to dism ss. Dorsett argues that his verified
conplaint states a RICO cl ai magai nst these defendants. W agree

with the defendants and the district court that the conplaint fails

4 See Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 521 (1972).

)]

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).
6 1d. at 225.

" See Anerican Eagle Airlines, Inc. v. Air Line Pilots
Ass'n, Int’l, 343 F.3d 401, 411 n.6 (5th GCr. 2003).
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to satisfy the RICO continuity requirenent: there is no allegation

that the defendants have regularly operated in an allegedly illegal
manner or that there is a threat that they will so operate in the
future.?®

Dorsett’s final argunent is that the district court erred in
granting sunmary judgnent to defendants G A Hug and F. D. Chanbers
on his RRCOand Wretap Act clains. W reviewthe district court’s
grant of sunmary judgnent de novo and evaluate the facts in the
light nost favorable to the nonnoving party.® “W may affirm a
summary judgnent on any ground supported by the record, even if it
is different fromthat relied on by the district court.”® Wth
regard to Dorsett’s RICO Act claim the sunmary judgnment record,
i ncluding Dorsett’s verified conplaint and the additional evidence
adduced by Dorsett in opposition to the defendants’ notion,
provides no proof that the RICO Act’s continuity requirenent is
satisfied.? The district court dismssed Dorsett’s Wretap Act
clains because they were barred by the statute of limtations

Dorsett fails to present any argunent in his opening brief

8 See Tel -Phonic Servs., Inc. v. TBS Int'l, Inc., 975 F. 2d
1134, 1139-40 (5th Gr. 1992) (holding that, to state a claim
under RICO alleged acts nust pose a threat of continued crim nal
activity).

° Whittaker v. Bell South Tel ecorm, Inc., 206 F.3d 532, 534
(5" Cir. 2000).

10 Holtzclaw v. DSC Comuni cations Corp., 255 F.3d 254, 258
(5th Gir. 2001).

11 See Tel -Phonic Servs., 975 F.2d at 1139-40.
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concerning the statute of limtations. He has thus waived the
i ssue and cannot show that the district court erred in dismssing
t hese cl ai ns. 12

Dorsett also argues that the district court should have
recused itself pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 455(a). He contends that
the district court’s unexplained rulings on various notions call
the district court’s inpartiality into doubt. An appel lant’s
references tothe district court’s adverse rulings are insufficient
to support his claimof judicial bias.!® Dorsett has failed to show
that the district court abused its discretion by denying his
recusal notions.

CASES CONSOLI DATED; AFFI RVED

12 See Morin v. More, 309 F.3d 316, 328 (5th G r.2002);
Yohey, 985 F.2d at 224-25.

13 See United States v. Mzell, 88 F.3d 288, 299-300 (5th
Cir. 1996).
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