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ARTURO RI VERA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

JULI O SALAZAR, Individually and in Hs Oficial Capacity as
a Corrections Oficer at the WIlliam G MConnell Unit; ALAN
R CANTU, Individually and in Hs Oficial Capacity as a
Corrections Oficer at the Wlliam G MConnell Unit; WLLIAM
L STEPHENS, Individually and in Hs Oficial Capacity as
Senior Warden Il, at the Wlliam G McConnell Unit; DOM NGO
A CARRILLO Individually and in Hs Oficial Capacity as Mj or
of Correction Oficers at the WIlliam G McConnell Unit;
AURELI O AMBRI Z, Individually and in Hs Oficial Capacity as
Captain of Correctional Oficers at the WIliam G MConnel |
Unit; MCHAEL L PARKER, Individually and in Hs Oficial
Capacity as Captain of Correction Oficers (DHO at the
WIlliam G McConnell Unit; ANDRES GALLEGOS, |ndividually and
in Hs Oficial Capacity as Lieutenant of Correctional
Oficers at the WIlliam G MConnell Unit; JAROD A BLEI BDREY,
Individually and in Hs Oficial Capacity as Sergeant of
Correctional Oficers at the Wlliam G MConnell Unit;
MARTHA E NAVAJASGALLEGOS, Individually and in Her Oficial
Capacity as Sergeant of Correctional Oficers at the WIlliam
G McConnell Unit,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:04-CV-552
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Before SM TH, GARZA, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Arturo Rivera, a Texas prisoner (# 716185), filed this pro
se civil rights conplaint, pursuant to 42 U . S.C. § 1983, agai nst
several correctional officials. He alleged that Correctional
Oficer Julio Salazar assaulted him that Oficer Alan Cantu was
standing by and did nothing to stop it, and that Sal azar then
filed a false disciplinary report in retaliation for Rivera’s
having reported the assault. He alleged that other defendants
did nothing about Rivera s grievance regarding these matters and
that they conspired to “aid and abet” the fal se disciplinary
proceedi ngs against him On January 27, 2005, the district court
i ssued a “Final Judgnent Dismssing Certain Cains,” dismssing
Rivera’s clainms against all of the defendants other than Sal azar
and Cantu but retaining on the court’s docket the clains against
t hose two defendants.

This court nust exam ne the basis of its jurisdiction sua

sponte. WlIlkens v. Johnson, 238 F.3d 328, 330 (5th Cr. 2001).

The district court’s grant of partial summary judgnent did not
di spose of all of the clains and was therefore not a final

j udgment under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1291. See Briargrove Shopping Ctr.

Joint Venture v. PilgrimEnter., Inc., 170 F.3d 536, 538-39 (5th

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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Cir. 1999). In addition, the court did not certify the finality
of the dism ssed clains under FED. R Cv. P. 54(b). Although the
district court |abeled the judgnent “final,” the docunent does
not reflect an “unm stakable intent” to enter an appeal abl e
partial judgnment under Rule 54(b). See id. at 539-40. However,
the district court has subsequently entered final judgnment as to
the cl ai ns agai nst Sal azar and Cantu. Accordingly, we may
exerci se appellate jurisdiction over the January 27, 2005,

judgnent. See Boudreaux v. Swift Transp. Co., 402 F.3d 536, 539

n.1 (5th Cr. 2005); Barrett v. Atlantic Richfield Co., 95 F. 3d

375, 379 (5th Cir. 1996).

By failing to brief any challenge to the district court’s
concl usion, under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915A(b), that he failed to state a
claimas to defendants Major Dom ngo Carrillo, Captains Aurelio
Anbriz and M chael Parker, Lieutenant Andres Gall egos, and
Sergeants Martha Navej as- Gal | egos and Jarod Bl ei bdrey, Rivera has
ef fectively abandoned his clains agai nst those defendants.

See Sal azar-Reqgino v. Trom nski, 415 F.3d 436, 451 (5th GCr.

2005); Febp. R App. P. 28(a)(9).

Ri vera argues that Assistant Warden Al fonso Castillo and
Seni or Warden WIIliam Stephens were |iable as supervisors. He
mai ntains that Castillo was aware of many i nmate conpl ai nts about
O ficer Salazar and of Salazar’s “proclivity to bring fal se
charges against inmates in retaliation for reporting his various

abuses.” He asserts that Castillo “enpl oyed a wholly i nadequate
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and i npotent disciplinary systemthat permtted officer[ ]s like
O ficer Salazar to continue to enploy their bullish nethods

w t hout sanction.” Rivera has not, however, described the

hi story of conplaints agai nst Sal azar or explained how Castillo’s
di sciplinary systemwas “i nadequate and i npotent.” Although he
asserts that Castillo created a “policy or custom under which
unconstitutional practices occurred,” he describes neither the
policy or customnor the “unconstitutional practices.” These
conclusory allegations are insufficient to establish supervisory

liability. See Adiver v. Scott, 276 F.3d 736, 742 (5th Gr

2002); Thonpkins v. Belt, 828 F.2d 298, 305 (5th Cr. 1987). The

district court did not err in concluding that R vera had failed
to state a cogni zabl e constitutional claimagainst either

Castillo or Stephens. See Berry v. Brady, 192 F. 3d 504, 507 (5th

Cr. 1999); Ruiz v. United States, 160 F.3d 273, 275 (5th Cr

1998); 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(Db).
The January 27, 2005, judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



