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PER CURIAM:

William Lee Bradshaw appeals the district court’s
dismissal of his 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 (2006) complaint for fTailure
to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. See 28
U.S.C. 8 1915A(b) (1) (2006).

The complaint alleged that defendants, supervisory
officials at Augusta Correctional Center, violated Bradshaw’s
rights under the Eighth Amendment by failing to protect him from
assault by other inmates. According to the complaint, a prison
official issued Bradshaw cleaning supplies, including a long-
handled mop and a long-handled broom, in violation of written
prison policy authorizing only inmates designated as ‘“housemen”
to possess such supplies without supervision. Bradshaw alleged
that the cleaning supplies were subsequently used by two inmates
to assault him.

The individual officer alleged to have violated the
cleaning-supplies policy was not named iIn Bradshaw’s complaint.
Instead, those named as defendants have supervisory roles at the
prison and Bradshaw alleges that they violated his rights by
failing to enforce the cleaning-supplies policy. However, as
noted by the district court, Bradshaw does not allege any facts
that would have put defendants on notice that the policy was
being violated. As such, Bradshaw cannot show that the

supervisors demonstrated deliberate indifference to, or tacit
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authorization of, the conduct of their subordinates.
Accordingly, the district court did not err 1iIn dismissing
Bradshaw”’s complaint 1insofar as i1t relied on a theory of

supervisory liability. See Slakan v. Porter, 737 F.2d 368, 372-

73 (4th Cir. 1984).

Bradshaw also alleged that defendants violated his
rights by failing to protect him when his assailants were
released back 1i1nto the general prison population. Again,
however, there was no indication that defendants were
deliberately indifferent to a potential risk of harm to

Bradshaw. See Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825, 835-37 (1994).

Indeed, Bradshaw failed to iIndicate that such a risk existed.
Notably, after Bradshaw was treated for the injuries resulting
from the assault, but before he was released to the general
population, he signed a form indicating that he did not fear for
his safety 1i1n the general population. Also, there was no
evidence indicating that the two inmates who assaulted Bradshaw
threatened or harmed him In any way after their return to the
general prison population. We are disinclined to hold that
defendants were deliberately indifferent to a risk of which they
were unaware.

Accordingly, we affirm the decision of the district
court to dismiss Bradshaw’s complaint. We dispense with oral

argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
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presented in the materials before the court and argument would
not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



