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

No. 97-50243
Summary Cal endar

VI NCENT D. COLBERT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

GARY L. JCHNSON, Director,
Texas Departnment of Crim nal
Justice, Institutional

Di vi si on; TERRY FOSTER,

War den; | SRAEL ALVAREZ,
Asst. Warden; MAJCOR

B. HORN;, PI ERCE, Captain;
PACHACHE, Field Lt.;
MCCRYEY, Field Sgt.;
THURMAN, Co. IIl Field
Ofice; S. SCHM DT,
Substitute; FALCON, Co.

1l Field Ofice; WEATHERBY,
Gi evance, Lt.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. P-96-CV-30

June 17, 1998
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Vi ncent D. Col bert, Texas prisoner # 676129, argues that the
district court erred in granting the defendants’ notion to
dismss his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conmplaint for failure to state a
claim

Col bert argues that the district court erred in dismssing
his clainms that 1) he was deni ed due process during his
di sciplinary proceedings; 2) prison officers violated the Ruiz™
decree in allowing inmates to direct and discipline other
i nmates; 3) prison officers endangered the |ives of Col bert and
other inmates by allowng inmates to fight; and 4) prison
supervisory officials have failed to train properly the field
of ficers.

Col bert alleged for the first tinme in an anmended conpl ai nt
incorporated into his brief violation of his rights under the
Thirteenth Amendnent, federal statutes, and prison regul ations.
Col bert al so naned addi tional defendants in this pleading.
Because Col bert failed to brief these additional clains or to
make specific argunents with respect to his clains against these
addi tional defendants, these clains are not properly before this

court. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th GCr.

1993) .

Ruiz v. Estelle, 503 F. Supp. 1265 (S.D. Tex. 1980),
affirnmed in part and vacated in part, 679 F.2d 115 (5th GCr.
1982), anended in part and vacated in part, 688 F.2d 266 (5th
Cr. 1982).
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We have reviewed the record, including the briefs of the
parties, and affirmthe dism ssal of Col bert’s due process claim
based on his failure to show that disciplinary action taken
agai nst him has been invalidated in state proceedi ngs. See

Edwards v. Balisok, 117 S. C. 1584, 1588-89 (1997).

Col bert’s claimthat the prison officers violated the Ruiz
remedi al decree by allowing inmates to convey orders to other
inmates on the work line, standing al one, cannot serve as a basis

for a civil rights claimunder § 1983. See G een v. MKaskl e,

788 F.2d 1116, 1122-24 (5th GCr. 1986).

Col bert’s allegations that the field officers endangered the
lives of Colbert and the other inmates fails to state a claim
because the officers took action to quell the inpending riot and
to protect Col bert and the other inmates froma substantial risk

of harm See Farner v. Brennan, 511 U S. 825, 847 (1994).

Further, Colbert’s allegations reflect that he did not sustain
any physical injury as a result of the incident. See 42 U S. C
§ 1997e(e).

Col bert failed to allege facts show ng deli berate
indifference on the part of any particul ar supervisory official.

See Doe v. Taylor Ind. Sch. Dist., 15 F. 3d 443, 453 (5th Gr.

1994) (en banc).
The district court did not err in dismssing Col bert’s

conplaint for failure to state a claim
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Col bert’s notion to file a suppl enental pleading and ot her
docunents is DENIED. H's notion for injunctive relief and
request for a crimnal investigation is also DEN ED.

AFF| RMED.



