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LONNI E MOSLEY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
KENNETH VANN, Deputy Sheriff,
Individually and in his official capacity;
RALPH LOPEZ, Sheriff,

Individually and in his official capacity,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
( SA-99- CV-733- EP)

January 14, 2002
Before JONES, SM TH, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.”’
PER CURI AM
The Court has carefully considered this appeal in |ight
of the briefs and pertinent portions of the record. W concl ude

thereis nonerit to Mosley's issues. First, as the district court

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



hel d, the County cannot be held |liable for an official policy of
permtting a deputy sheriff to exercise discretion in mstreated
ani mal cases unless it is shown that the | ack of an explicit policy
evidenced deliberate indifference to <clearly established

constitutional rights. Gty of Canton v. Harris, 489 U S. 378, 389

(1989). Mosley offered no proof of deliberate indifference
regarding this rare situation. No other plausible basis for county
liability could be or was asserted, and Mosley's clains against
Vann “in his official capacity” sinply argue for county liability
in a different guise.

Second, Mosl ey denonstrates no personal involvenent of
Sheriff Lopez at the tinme the horses were taken that woul d furnish
a basis for Lopez's individual liability for Vann's taking the
hor ses.

Finally, the district court’s rejection of Mdsley's state
| aw cl ai s on sunmary judgnent except for the conversion clai mwas
justified by the |lack of evidence to support them [In any event,
Mosl ey’ s briefing of state law points in his initial brief, wholly
i nadequate wunder our <court’s rules, effectively waived those

I ssues. Cnel v. Connick, 15 F.3d 1338, 1345 (5th GCr. 1994)

(“[a]ln appel |l ant abandons all issues not raised and argued in his
initial brief on appeal.”).
For the foregoi ng reasons, we AFFIRMthe judgnment of the

district clerk.






