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PER CURIAM:*

Harry Louis Bowles appeals the district court’s summary- judgment dismissal of his 42 U.S.C.

§ 1983 claim against Harris County, Texas.  Bowles contends that the district court erred in
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determining that his claim was time-barred and that he failed to establish the existence of an

unconstitutional municipal policy or custom.  

The Supreme Court has rejected municipal liability predicated on the doctrine of respondeat

superior, as the text of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 will not bear such a reading.  Piotrowski v. City of Houston,

237 F.3d 567, 578 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 122 S. Ct. 53 (2001).  “Consequently, the unconstitutional

conduct must be directly attributable to the municipality through an official action or imprimatur;

isolated unconstitutional actions by municipal employees will almost never trigger liability.”  Id.

To establish municipal liability, the following three elements must be proven:  a policymaker,

an official policy, and a violation of constitutional rights whose moving force is the policy or custom.

Id.  The policymaker for a municipality is its governing body or an official to whom that body has

delegated policy-making authority.  See id. at 579.  

Harris County does not qualify as a municipal policymaker.  Harris County is itself a

municipality, not the governing body of a municipality or an official to whom such a governing body

has delegated authority.  See id.  Neither does Harris County Precinct 5 Constable Glen Cheek qualify

as a municipal policymaker.  See Rhode v. Denson, 776 F.2d 107, 108-10 (5th Cir. 1985) (holding

that the constable of a Texas county precinct is not a policymaker for the county).  Bowles has

therefore failed to establish the existence of a Harris County policymaker whose official policy was

the moving force behind a violation of his constitutional rights.  See Piotrowski, 237 F.3d at 578-79.

In light of the foregoing, the district court did not err in granting Harris County summary

judgment on Bowles’ 42 U.S.C. 

§ 1983 claim.  The judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED.


