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PER CURI AM *

W | bert Bradl ey, Louisiana prisoner no. 118934, appeals the
jury verdict against himin his civil rights action under 42
US C 8§ 1983. Bradley alleged that prison guards wongly
al l oned another inmate to enter Bradley' s cell and attack him
Def endant Jacobs was di sm ssed, and Bradl ey does not appeal that
dism ssal. Bradley contends that the jury verdict for the
remai ni ng def endant was not supported by evidence. He also

contends that the district court erred by not allow ng two

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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W tnesses to testify, by allowing the defendant to file a second
nmotion for summary judgnent, and by denying Bradley's notion for
summary judgnent.

There was evidence that the assailant deliberately msled
t he i nexperienced defendant by telling himto open the wong cell
door and that the defendant did so in error. Bradley presented
evi dence that could have established the defendant’s negligence,
but a reasonable jury could easily conclude that the defendant
did not act wwth the requisite “deliberate indifference” to

Bradley’s safety. See Neals v. Norwood, 59 F.3d 530, 533 (5th

Cir. 1995) (discussing deliberate indifference); G anberry v.

OBarr, 866 F.2d 112, 113 (5th Cr. 1988) (jury verdict will be

uphel d unl ess reasonable jury could not reach that verdict).
Bradl ey offers only short, bald conclusions w thout factual

or legal analysis with regard to his other clains. Consequently,

those clains are wai ved. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225

(5th Gr. 1993) (even pro se litigants nmust brief issues); see

also Brown v. Slenker, 220 F.3d 411, 421 n.9 (5th Gr. 2000)

(summary judgnent rulings nooted by trial).
The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



