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PER CURI AM *

Janes H. Pridgeon (Pridgeon), Texas prisoner # 1056266,
appeal s the dismssal of his civil rights suit under 42 U S. C
§ 1983 for failure to exhaust his admnistrative renedies and the
grant of the defendants’ notion for summary judgnent. Pridgeon
clains that the defendants violated prison policy by placing him
a confirnmed gang nenber, in the general popul ation instead of

adm nistrative segregation. Pridgeon clains that as a result of

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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the defendants’ actions, he was attacked by fellow i nnmates and
received life threatening injuries. Pridgeon seeks nonetary
relief for his injuries.

Even though the district court determ ned that Pridgeon
failed to exhaust his adm nistrative renmedi es under 42 U.S. C
8§ 1997e(c), the district court could dism ss Pridgeon’s
underlying clainms if it determned that “the action is frivol ous,
mal i cious, fails to state a clai mupon which relief can be
granted, or seeks nonetary relief froma defendant who is i mmune
fromsuch relief.” See 42 U S.C. § 1997e(c)(1). The district
court determ ned that the defendants were entitled to qualified
immunity. Thus, the district court granted their notion for
summary judgnent.

On appeal, Pridgeon reiterates his clains but does not
identify error in the grant of the defendants’ notion for summary
judgnment. Although pro se briefs are afforded |i beral
construction, even pro se litigants nust brief argunents in order

to preserve them See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25

(5th Gr. 1993). By failing to identify any error in the
district court’s judgnent, Pridgeon has abandoned the issue on
appeal. 1d. at 225. Thus, the district court’s judgnment is

AFFI RVED.



