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Vi ctor Renard Brown, Texas prisoner #850627, appeals, pro se,
the dismssal, followng a bench trial before a magistrate judge,
of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conpl aint. Brown clains the nagistrate
j udge: (1) abused his discretion by denying Brown’s notion for
sanctions; (2) erred by refusing to allow Brown to testify; (3)

abused his discretion by not allowing Brown to call six of his 11

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



listed potential wtnesses; and (4) clearly erred in his factua
findings underlying the dismssal of Brown’ s claim

Brown has not shown that the nmagistrate judge abused
his discretion by denying sanctions. See Krimyv. BancTexas G oup,
Inc., 99 F.3d 775, 777 (5th Cr. 1996), further proceedings at 282
F.3d 864 (5th G r. 2002). Al t hough Brown’s brief is construed
liberally in the light of his pro se status, Brown has not
adequately briefed his clains concerning his participation at
trial. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993)
(i ssues not briefed on appeal are deened abandoned). Nor has Brown
shown that the nagistrate judge abused his discretion by not
allowing the six witnesses to testify (Brown was allowed to cal
four). See Gbbs v. King, 779 F.2d 1040, 1047 (5th GCr.), cert.
denied, 476 U. S. 1117 (1986); Harvey v. Andrist, 754 F.2d 569, 572
(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 471 U S. 1126 (1985). Finally, we cannot
reweigh the evidence and credibility determnations of the
magi strate judge. See Martin v. Thomas, 973 F. 2d 449, 453 n.3 (5th
Cr. 1992). The challenged findings are not clearly erroneous.

Brown has also filed in this court a notion for summary
j udgnent and two notions for appointnent of counsel. Motions for
summary judgnent are not authorized by the Federal Rules of
Appel | ate Procedure. Accordingly, that notionis DENIED. 1In |ight
of the disposition of this case, Brown’ s notions for appoi nt nent of

counsel are al so DEN ED



AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED



