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

No. 00-10701
Summary Cal endar

ROBERT LEE HENDERSON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
DALLAS PCLI CE DEPARTMENT; ET AL.,

Def endant s,

DALLAS POLI CE DEPARTMENT; RI CHARD HUDSON,
Ri cky; JOHN T. MEANS; PAUL A. DEMAAGD,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:99-CV-1769-P

 March 26, 2001
Before DAVIS, JONES and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Robert Lee Henderson appeals the district court’s di sm ssal
of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conplaint. Henderson’s notion for |eave
to supplenment the record on appeal is DEN ED

Henderson’s contentions that the district court denied his

motion to add the City of Dallas as a party defendant, determ ned

that service of process on the Gty of Dallas was insufficient,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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and deni ed di scovery are frivolous. Henderson has abandoned any
chall enge to the dism ssal of his conplaint agai nst the unserved
defendants by failing to brief the issue sufficiently. See C ne
v. Connick, 15 F.3d 1338, 1345 (5th Cr. 1994).

Hender son chal l enges the district court’s determ nation that
O ficer Denmaagd and O ficer Means were entitled to qualified
immunity on his false arrest clains. The district court did not
err in determ ning that Demaagd and Means acted wth objective
reasonabl eness on informati on provi ded by anot her officer.

See Bennett v. Gty of Gand Prairie, 883 F.2d 400, 410 (5th Cr.
1989). Henderson did not establish that Means was |iable for his
supervisory role. See Thonpkins v. Belt, 828 F.2d 298, 303-04
(5th Gir. 1987).

Hender son does not identify a policy or customrelated to
the alleged violation of his constitutional rights, and he does
not establish an actionable violation attributable to the
i ndi vi dual defendants. Accordingly, the district court properly
dism ssed his clains against the Gty of Dallas. See
d abi si onotosho v. Cty of Houston, 185 F.3d 521, 528-29 (5th
Cr. 1999).

The district court did not err in denying Henderson's notion
for summary judgnent. See Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c). Henderson has
failed to brief sufficiently his clains concerning the follow ng
i ssues: false inprisonnment and malicious prosecution, the Texas
conceal ed handgun law;, the failure to provide Mranda v. Arizona,
384 U.S. 436 (1966), warnings; the acceptance of hearsay; the

expungenent of his record; the denial of his notions; and the
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wei ght afforded to Panela Scott’s affidavit. Accordingly, he has
abandoned these issues. See Cinel, 15 F.3d at 1345. The
judgnent of the district court is affirnmed.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DENI ED.



