IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-60024
Conf er ence Cal endar

DAVI D BENSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

SGI. KIDD, JUDY HOUSTON and
CALVI N McDONALD,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 4:92-CV-273
~ June 30, 1995
Before JONES, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Davi d Benson argues that the district court erred by
entering judgnent for the defendants on his failure-to-protect
claim He contends that the defendants knew that his assail ant,
M chael Raiford, was potentially dangerous and presented a threat
to Benson's safety.

To establish a failure-to-protect clai munder the Eighth

Amendnent, a prisoner nust show that prison officials were

deliberately indifferent to his need for protection. WIson v.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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Seiter, 501 U S. 294, 302-03 (1991). At the hearing, defendant
McDonal d testified that he was aware that Raiford was a
managenent problem but that he was not aware of a problem
bet ween Benson and Raiford until after the attack. MDonald
stated that Benson had never asked to be separated from Raiford
and had never indicated that he was afraid of Raiford. Defendant
Houston testified that she was aware that Raiford was a
managenent problem but that Raiford never indicated that he had
any problem w th Benson and Benson never indicated that he was
afraid of Raiford. Benson admtted that he never told the
defendants that he was afraid of Raiford or that Raiford had
t hreatened him

Benson has failed to show that the defendants knew that he
faced a substantial risk of serious harmand that the defendants
di sregarded that risk by failing to take reasonabl e neasures to

abate it. See Farner v. Brennan, 114 S. Ct. 1970, 1984 (1994).

The evi dence does not show wanton actions on the part of the

def endants. See Walker v. Butler, 967 F.2d 176, 178 (5th Cr.

1992). At nost, Benson has shown that the defendants were
negligent for housing himwith an inmate they knew was a
managenent problem and nere negligence will not support a claim

of deliberate indifference. See Jackson v. Cain, 864 F.2d 1235,

1246 (5th Gr. 1989). The district court thus did not err by
entering judgnent for the defendants on Benson's failure-to-
protect claim

Benson lists as an issue in his appellate brief, "Wether

def endant s deni ed appel | ant adequat e nedi cal care by disregarding
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[his] need to be provided wth twenty-four hour psychiatric
aides." Benson nentioned this argunent neither in the remai nder
of his brief nor in his reply brief, however. Although this
court liberally construes the briefs of pro se appellants, Price

v. Digital Equip. Corp., 846 F.2d 1026, 1028 (5th Cr. 1988), the

court requires argunents to be briefed in order to be preserved.

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993) (internal

quotations omtted). Even if the appellant is proceeding pro se,
clains not adequately argued in the body of the brief are deened
abandoned on appeal. See id. at 224-25. Thus, the court need
not address Benson's argunent that he was deni ed adequate nedi cal
care as the issue is deened abandoned on appeal.

AFFI RVED.



