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

No. 02-10153
Summary Cal endar

MARI LYN SCOTT,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
ADULT PROTECTI VE SERVI CES; BARRY L. MACHA, District
Attorney; MONTEREY CARE CENTER; SUSAN CRUME, Adm nistrator;
MACK PAI NTER, Social Worker; RAYMOND PERRY, Police Oficer;
JAMES HODGES, Police Oficer; DENVER MANOR, BARBARA LANE,
Adm ni strator; KIM DESHAE, Director of Nursing; REBECCA
RUDDY; DEBBI E BEVI NS; JANNA PERRY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 7:01-CV-96

~ October 21, 2002
Before DAVIS, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Marilyn Scott appeals the district court’s dismssal of her
42 U.S.C. § 1983 civil rights suit for failure to state a claim
upon which relief can be granted and for |ack of subject matter

jurisdiction pursuant to FED. R Cv. P. 12(b)(1), (b)(6). Scott

argues that the district court erred in dism ssing her clains

Pursuant to 5THCGQR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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because the defendants conspired to violate her Fourteenth
Amendnent right to equal protection under the law and her Fifth
Amendnent rights to due process and the guarantee of personal
liberty. W have reviewed de novo the district court’s judgnent,
the record, and the briefs and find no error in the district
court’s judgnent dismssing Scott’s clains against the defendants
on these grounds.

To the extent that Scott challenges the district court’s
ot her bases for dism ssal, she fails to provide any cogent
factual or |egal argunment concerning whether the district court
erred in determning that her clains were barred by El eventh
Amendnent i munity, absolute inmmunity for w tnesses, and
prosecutorial imunity. Simlarly, Scott failed to identify any
error in the district court’s order denying her notions for
default judgnent and to strike the state court notion in |imne.
Al t hough pro se briefs are afforded |iberal construction, even
pro se litigants must brief argunents in order to preserve them

See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). Wen

an appellant fails to identify any error in the district court’s
analysis, it is the sane as if the appellant had not appeal ed

that judgnment. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff

Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987). Accordingly, the
district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED
In their briefs, Monterey Care Center, Susan Crune, Mck

Pai nter, Janna Perry, Denver Manor Nursing Hone, Barbara Lane,
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and Ki m Deshae request that attorneys’ fees and costs be awarded
to them To the extent that these defendants seek attorneys’
fees and costs as a neasure of damages because Scott’s appeal is
frivol ous, such a request nust be nmade by a separately filed
motion. See FED. R App. P. 38. As the requests for costs and
fees are not properly nmade, the requests are DEN ED.

JUDGVENT AFFI RVED.



