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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:03-CV-431

Before DAVIS, SMTH and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Johnny Lee Richards (Richards), Texas prisoner # 493244,
appeal s the dism ssal of his civil rights action filed under 42
US C 8§ 1983 for failure to state a claimupon which relief can
be granted. Richards contends that drugs are being placed in his

food without his consent. He further contends that he is being

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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deni ed access to the courts because he is not being provided with
| aw books and | egal supplies. He also asserts that his mail is
being intercepted and he is being deni ed adequate nedi cal care.
He contends that the defendants have failed to investigate these
al | egati ons.

On appeal, Richards does not identify any error in the
district court’s determnation that he failed to state a claim
agai nst the defendants in their supervisory roles. His
assertions in his brief are conclusory and i nadequately briefed.
Al t hough pro se briefs are liberally construed, even pro se
litigants nust brief argunents to preserve them Yohey v.
Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gir. 1993). “A party who
i nadequately briefs an issue is considered to have abandoned the

claim” Geen v. State Bar of Texas, 27 F.3d 1083, 1089 (5th

Cir. 1994). Consequently, the clains against the defendants are
deenmed abandoned.

The district court did not err in finding that Richards
failed to state a claimagainst the Bill Cenents Law Library and
Mai | room Richards has alleged no fact showi ng that he has been
prejudiced in his ability to prepare and transmt a necessary

| egal docunent to a court. See Lews v. Casey, 518 U S. 343, 351

(1996). Additionally, he fails to assert a cognizable claim

regarding his mail being intercepted. See Brewer v. W]/ Kkinson, 3

F.3d 816, 825 (5th Gr. 1993). Additionally, Richards’s

allegation that the Bill Cenents H gh Security Admnistration is
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pl acing drugs in his food is vague and conclusory. As such, his
allegation is insufficient to establish a 42 U S.C. § 1983 claim

See Arnaud v. Odom 870 F.2d 304, 307 (5th Cr. 1989).

Lastly, the district court did not err in finding that
Richards failed to state a claimagainst the Bill O enents
Medi cal Departnent. Richards does not specifically identify
anyone who has deni ed himnedical care, nor does he allege facts
t hat woul d show anyone has wantonly di sregarded an excessive risk

to his health. See Farner v. Brennan, 511 U S. 825, 847 (1994).

Based on the foregoing, the judgnent of the district court
is AFFIRMED. Richards’s notions for a prelimnary injunction and

attorney’s fees are DEN ED



