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Summary Cal endar

GRAYLAND ARTHUR ARNCLD
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

SOQUTHEAST TEXAS NARCOTI CS
& | NTELLI GENCE TASK FORCE; ET AL.,

Def endant s,

SOQUTHEAST TEXAS NARCOTI CS & | NTELLI GENCE TASK FORCE; I ndividually
and officially as Commander of Southeast Texas Narcotics &
Intelligence Task Force; PATRI Cl A El KHOFF, | ndividually and

officially as an Agent of Southeast Texas Narcotics &

Intelligence Task Force; KOUNTZE PCLI CE DEPARTMENT; M KE PARRI SH

Individually and officially as Chief of Police for Kountze Police
Departnent; LELAND DALE KEEN, Individually and officially as

Sergeant of Kountze Police Departnent; MATT CUSTER, |ndividually
and officially as an Oficer of Kountze Police Departnent;

UNI DENTI FI ED PARTY,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:99-Cv-784

Before JONES, STEWART and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

"Pursuant to 5THCGR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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G ayl and Art hur Arnol d, federal prisoner #06584-078 appeal s
fromthe di sm ssal of sone clains agai nst sone defendants in his 42
US C § 1983 action for failure to state a claimand the grant of
summary judgnent for the defendants on sone other clainms. Arnold
rai ses nunerous contentions regarding the quality of the evidence
in the record, the existence of probable cause for his arrest for
a Novenber 7, 1997, drug transaction, and the Iliability of
supervi sory personnel for allegedly failing to supervise or train
the officers involved in his arrest. He also contends that he has
shown a 42 U. S.C. § 1985 conspiracy by show ng that the defendants
wor ked together to violate his constitutional rights.

There were three probabl e cause findi ngs regarding Arnold’s

arrest. First, a state justice of the peace issued an arrest
warrant on finding probable cause. Second, a state grand jury
i ndi cted Arnold. Third, the federal district court revoked

Arnold’ s release on bond in an unrel ated federal case due to the
of fense conduct. Moreover, the district court denied Arnold a
gui del i ne sentencing adjustnent for acceptance of responsibility
based on the Novenber 7, 1997, transaction and subsequent arrest
and i ndi ct nment.

Arnold relies on alleged inconsistencies to contend that a
police officer conmtted perjury. Inconsistenciesintestinony are

insufficient to prove perjury. Koch v. Puckett, 907 F.2d 524, 531

(5th CGr. 1990). Because there were three probabl e cause findi ngs

in the case and a subsequent finding regarding acceptance of
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responsibility, the defendants are shielded fromany liability in

Arnold’ s case regarding his arrest. See Taylor v. Geqq, 36 F.3d

453, 456 (5th Cir. 1994).

Arnol d acknow edges that racial aninms was not a part of
the conspiracy he argues is actionable pursuant to 42 U S C 8§
1985. He nust show that the conspiracy was racially notivated to

prevail. Wrd of Faith Wrld Qutreach &r. Church, Inc. v. Sawyer,

90 F.3d 118, 124 (5th Gr. 1996).

AFFI RVED.



