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

No. 92-4918
Conf er ence Cal endar

BOBBlI E EARL SM TH,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
L. H HOLCOWB, d/b/al
Li vezy Hol conb Aut opl ex,

ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:92-CVv-120
(Decenber 15, 1993)
Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
In his brief Bobbie Earl Smth lists no i ssues nor nakes any
| egal argunents regarding any alleged errors commtted by the

district court. Even according his pro se brief a liberal

construction, see Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520, 92 S. C

594, 39 L.Ed.2d 652 (1972), he has failed to offer anything that
can be construed as an appellate argunent. Consequently, he has

not presented any issues for appellate review. See Yohey v.

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that this opinion should not be published.
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Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993); see also Price v.

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

(al though pro se briefs are liberally construed, argunents nust
neverthel ess be briefed to be preserved).
The appeal presents no issue of arguable nerit and is thus

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

1983). Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DI SM SSED



