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

No. 93-4122
Conf er ence Cal endar

DAVI D VI NCENT SI BLEY,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
NATCHI TOCHES CI TY POLI CE and,

CITY OF PINE PRAIRI E
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 92-CV-1629

June 23, 1993
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, WENER, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
David Vincent Sibley argues that the district court erred
when it dism ssed his conplaint alleging violations under 42
US C 8§ 1981 and § 1983.

In Monell v. Departnent of Social Services of New York, 436

U S. 658, 56 L.Ed.2d 611, 98 S.Ct. 2018 (1976), cited by Sibl ey,
the Suprenme Court held that a nmunicipality may be |iable under 42
US C 81983 only if official policy or governnmental custom

caused the deprivation of constitutional rights. See id. at 690-

*Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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94. Covernnental entities cannot be held liable for 8§ 1983
damages on a theory of respondeat superior or any other type of
vicarious liability. 1d. at 690-95. Nor are governnental
entities subject to danmages for racial discrimnation under 42

US C 8 1981 on a theory of vicarious liability. Johnson v.

Chapel Hill Indep. School Dist., 853 F.2d 375, 381 (5th Gr.

1988) .

Sibley's conplaint, followwng a traffic citation for
exceeding the speed limt, included conclusional allegations of
fal se inprisonnent, physical and nental injuries, and an
unspecified charge of racial discrimnation. The conplaint, even
liberally construed, did not allege that the defendants had a
policy that caused his alleged constitutional deprivations, nor
has Si bl ey provided any other basis for inposing liability under
8§ 1981 or § 1983. Sibley has failed to state a cl ai mupon which
federal |law provides relief. See Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b)(6).

The district court's judgnent is AFFI RVED



