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

No. 95-60768
Summary Cal endar

CRAI G ROBERTS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

vVer sus
EDWARD HARGETT, ET AL.,

Def endant s,
CO- 1 EVANS, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 4:94CVv38-B-D

J-ul-y 3, 1996
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Crai g Roberts, MSP No. 99054, appeals the district court’s
judgnent for the defendants follow ng a bench trial regarding
Roberts’ 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 action alleging i nadequate nedi cal care

in deliberate indifference to Roberts’ serious nedi cal needs.

Roberts is mainly challenging the district court’s credibility

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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choi ces, which this court will not reweigh on appeal. See

Martin v. Thomas, 973 F.2d 449, 453 n.3 (5th Cr. 1992). The

district court did not clearly err inits findings and did not

err inits legal conclusions. See Odomyv. Frank, 3 F.3d 839, 843

(5th Gr. 1993).
Roberts has not preserved his challenge to the district
court’s rulings on his discovery requests because he has failed

to adequately brief the issue. See Price v. Digital Equip.

Corp., 846 F.2d 1026, 1028 (5th G r. 1988).
Because Roberts did not notify the district court of his

intent to call Evans as a witness, the district court did not err

by not requiring Evans to appear at trial. See generally, Fed R
Cv. P. 45.

AFFI RVED.



