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PER CURI AM *

Bobby McCree (TDCJ No. 618267) filed a 42 U . S.C. § 1983

conplaint alleging that he was injured when he fell in a puddle

of water caused by a |l eaky sink at the Brownfield Internediate
Sanctions Facility. Concluding that McCree failed to exhaust his
adm nistrative renedi es through the grievance procedures at the
Brownfield facility, the district court dismssed the conplaint

W t hout prejudice. The court further noted that “to the extent

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Plaintiff is seeking damages for injuries resulting fromhis

alleged slip and fall, Section 1983 is not a general tort statute
and a claimof negligence will not support a federal civil rights
action.” The court dismssed the conplaint for failure to

exhaust adm nistrative renedies and failure to state a claim

Al t hough he di scusses why he believes his civil rights were
vi ol ated, McCree nakes no argunment concerning the district
court’s determnation that he failed to exhaust his
admnistrative renedies. An appellant’s brief nust contain an
argunent on the issues that are raised so that this court may
know what action of the district court is being conplained of.

Al-Ra’id v. Ingle, 69 F.3d 28, 31 (5th Cr. 1995). There is no

exenption for pro se litigants, although this court liberally
construes their briefs. 1d. Because MCree has briefed no
argunent with respect to the district court’s determ nation that
he failed to exhaust adm nistrative renedi es, he has wai ved any

such argunent. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th

Cr. 1993); Fe». R App. P. 28(a)(9). W need not address the
court’s alternative basis for dismssal
The judgnent of the district court is AFFIRMED. MCree’s

nmotion for the appoi nt nent of counsel is DEN ED



