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USDC No. 2:00-CV-324-Cu

Bef ore BARKSDALE, EM LO M GARZA, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rick Spradlin appeals from a judgnent dismssing his civil
rights conplaint after a trial and jury verdict in favor of the
sol e remai ni ng defendant. Spradlin contended that the M ssi ssi ppi
Departnent of Corrections (“NMDOC’) and vari ous supervisory officials
within the MDOC violated his Ei ghth Amendnent rights by failing to

protect himfrom assaults from gang nenbers.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Spradlin argues that the district court commtted error in
pre-trial proceedings when it di sm ssed Comm ssi oner Robert Johnson
and Superintendent David Turner. The district court screened the
case pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 1915(A) and conducted a hearing

pursuant to Spears v. McCotter, 766 F.2d 179 (5th G r. 1985), prior

to di sm ssing Johnson and Turner. Spradlintestified at the Spears
hearing that he intended to sue both Johnson and Turner in their
supervi sory capacity. Spradlin’'s Spears hearing testinony does not
i ndi cate that Johnson and Turner were notified that Spradlin was
i ncarcerated under conditions inposing actual risk of substanti al
i npendi ng harm and consci ously and cul pably refused to take steps

to prevent it fromoccurring. See Neals v. Norwood, 59 F.3d 530,

533 (5th Gr. 1995). Spradlin’s appellate argunent that he
notified Johnson and Turner of his concerns is unpersuasive. Thus,
the district court did not err when it dismssed Johnson and
Tur ner.

Spradlin also argues that the evidence was insufficient to
support the jury verdict. Spradlin failed to nove for judgnment as
a matter of lawin the district court pursuant to Federal Rule of
Cvil Procedure 50(a). This issue is therefore reviewed only to
determne if any evidence exists to support the jury verdict; if

there is such evidence, the verdict will be upheld. See United

States ex. rel. Wallace v. Flintco Inc., 143 F. 3d 955, 962-63 (5th

Cr. 1998). Evi dence adduced at trial, including the trial

testinony of the defendant and the prison warden, supports the
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jury’'s determnation that Spradlin failed to prove his failure to
protect claim

Spradlin has failed to adequately brief any other issue.
Al t hough this court applies |less stringent standards to parties
proceeding pro se than to parties represented by counsel and
liberally construes briefs of proselitigants, pro se parties nust
still brief the issues and reasonably conply with the requirenents

of FED. R App. P. 28. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Cr.

1995). Fep. R App. P. 28(A)(9) requires that the brief contain an
argunent, with “contentions and the reason for them with citations
to the authorities and parts of the record on which the appell ant

relies” and “for each issue, a concise statenent of the applicable

standard of review.” See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th
Cr. 1993). Spradlin’s brief lists issues for appellate review
ot her than the district court’s dism ssal of Johnson and Turner and
his challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence, but Spradlin
fails to provide record citations, |egal authority, and a coherent
argunent for each issue. Therefore, he has abandoned t hese issues
by failing to brief them adequately.

The judgnent of the district court is therefore AFFI RVED



