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PER CURI AM *

Shelia @Gunn, proceeding pro se, appeals the dism ssal for
want of personal jurisdiction of her civil conplaint in which she
all eged that the Tuscal oosa Cty School System and the State of
Al abama violated her son’s civil rights in contravention of
federal and state law. Gunn does not chal |l enge on appeal the
basis for the district court’s dismssal of her conplaint and,
instead, reurges the clains raised in her conplaint.

When an appellant fails to identify any error in the

district court’s analysis, it is the sane as if the appellant had

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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not appeal ed the judgnent. Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy

Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). Al though pro

se briefs are afforded |iberal construction, Haines v. Kerner,

404 U. S. 519, 520 (1972), even pro se litigants nust brief

argunents in order to preserve them Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d

222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). Because Gunn has not chal |l enged the
basis for the district court’s dism ssal of her conplaint, she
has abandoned the issue, and this court need not further address

it. See Bri nkmann, 813 F.2d at 748.

For the first tinme on appeal, @Qunn argues that a soci al
wor ker for the Monroe County, M ssissippi Departnent of Human
Services had her arrested based on false allegations that Gunn
had abused her son and her nother. She also alleges that the
Monroe County School District “allowed [her son’s] eligibility to
run out.” Because @Qunn failed to present these clains to the

district court, this court need not consider them See Burch v.

Coca-Cola Co., 119 F.3d 305, 319 (5th Gr. 1997).

The district court’s dismssal of Gunn’s conplaint is
affirmed. Q@unn’s notion to be appointed guardian ad litemis
deni ed as unnecessary.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DEN ED.



