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

No. 00-41478
Conf er ence Cal endar

ANDREW W LLI AMS, JR.,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

PORT ARTHUR POLI CE DEPARTMENT;
JEFFERSON COUNTY CORRECTI ONAL FACI LI TY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:00-Cv-170

© August 23, 2001
Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and POLI TZ and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Andrew Wl liams, Jr., Texas prisoner # 636449, appeals from
the district court's dismssal of his civil rights conpl aint
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B). WIllianms' suit was
construed by the district court to be against the Gty of Port
Arthur and Jefferson County. WIlians did not allege, however,
that any official policy or custom caused the alleged violation

of his constitutional rights by Police Oficer Courts. See

Monell v. Departnment of Soc. Servs., 436 U. S. 658, 690 (1978).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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WIllians argues that the failure to properly train police
officers is a policy or customgiving rise to liability under 42
US C 8 1983. However, WIllians did not allege in his conplaint
aclaimfor failure to train, and he did not seek to anend the
conplaint. Moreover, WIllians has not identified any policymaker
responsible for training police officers nor has he argued that a
failure to train directly caused his alleged constitutional

deprivation. See Piotrowski v. Gty of Houston, 237 F.3d 567,

578-79 (5th Gr. 2001); Brown v. Bryan County, OK, 219 F.3d 450,
457 (5th Cr. 2000), cert. denied, 121 S. . 1734 (2001).

This appeal is without arguable nerit and thus frivol ous.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983). Because

the appeal is frivolous, it is DISMSSED. 5th Cr. R 42.2. The
district court's dismssal of WIllians' conplaint and this
court's dismssal of the appeal as frivol ous count as two

strikes for purposes of 28 U S.C. § 1915(g). See Adepegba v.

Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 385-87 (5th Gr. 1996). Wllians is
CAUTIONED that if he accunmul ates three strikes under 28 U. S. C

8§ 1915(g), he will not be able to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP)

in any civil action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or
detained in any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of
serious physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(g).

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED



