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PER CURI AM *

Janes A Steward, forner pretrial detainee at the Ckti bbeha
County Jail, M ssissippi prisoner # 84896, appeals follow ng the
district court’s grant of summary judgnent for the defendants on
his 42 U S.C 8§ 1983 civil rights clains. Steward chall enges the
grant of summary judgnent for the defendants on his deliberate-

i ndi fference-to-serious-nedi cal -needs and deni al - of -access-t o-

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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courts clains and al so argues that the district court failed to
address his claimasserted under the Privacy Act.
This court reviews a district court’s grant of summary

j udgnent de novo. Horton v. Gty of Houston, 179 F. 3d 188, 191

(5th Gr. 1999). Summary judgnent is proper if there is no
genui ne issue as to any material fact and the noving party is

entitled to judgnent as a matter of law Blowv. Gty of San

Ant oni o, 236 F.3d 293, 296 (5th Gr. 2001); Fep. R CGv. P. 56(c).
The district court did not err in denying Steward’s
del i berate-indifference-to-serious-nedical -needs claim alleging

a delay in nedical treatnent. See Mendoza v. Lynaugh, 989 F. 2d

191, 195 (5th GCr. 1993). Nor did the court err in denying
Steward’s claimthat he was denied access to a law library in

violation of his right of access to courts. Cf. Degrate v.

Godwin, 84 F.3d 768, 768-69 (5th Gr. 1996). Because the private
right of action created by 5 U.S.C. 8 552a(g), the Privacy Act,
islimted to actions agai nst agencies of the federal governnent,
Steward has identified no error in the district court’s inplicit
grant of summary judgnent for the defendants on his claim

asserted under the Privacy Act. See Dittman v. California, 191

F.3d 1020, 1026 (9th G r. 1999).
Steward has not adequately briefed his clains alleging that
the defendants 1) violated his rights to free speech and access

to courts by opening and reading his | egal and other nail
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2) used excessive force; and 3) subjected himto excessive air
conditioning. Although pro se briefs are afforded |i beral

construction, see Haines v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520-21 (1972),

even pro se litigants nust brief argunents in order to preserve

them Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th CGr. 1993).

Steward has not shown that he should have been allowed to
file anot her anended conplaint before the district court ruled on
t he defendants’ summary judgnent notion. See FED. R Q.

P. 15(a). The district court did not abuse its discretion in
granting summary judgnent for the defendants w thout allow ng

Steward to engage in additional discovery. See Brown v. Mss.

Valley State Univ., 311 F.3d 328, 332-33 (5th CGr. 2002).

Steward contends that the district court erred in not
advi sing himof his sunmmary judgnent burden. “[Plarticularized
additional notice of the potential consequences of a summary
judgnent notion and the right to submt opposing affidavits need

not be afforded a pro se litigant.” Martin v. Harrison County

Jail, 975 F.2d 192, 193 (5th Gr. 1992).

AFFI RVED.



