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

No. 99-11198
Summary Cal endar

BILL R SMTH, Individually and as
Community Survivor of Freda Lorece

Smi th, Deceased; BILLIE RUTH KI RBY,
Surviving Child of Freda Lorece Smth,
Deceased; ROLAND ROBERT SM TH, Surviving
Child of Freda Lorece Smth, Deceased,
CYNTHI A GAI L MASSEY, Surviving Child of
Freda Lorece Smth, Deceased,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

RI CK D. WALDEN;, JI MW ADAMS; WHEELER
COUNTY, TEXAS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:97-CV-204

© July 17, 2000
Before DAVIS, EMLIO M GARZA and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Appel l ants chall enge the district court’s dismssal of their
civil-rights lawsuit. They argue that the court erred in holding
that Oficer Rick D Walden was entitled to qualified imunity on

the claimthat he violated Bill R and Freda Lorece Smth’s

rights to substantive due process when he collided with their

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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vehi cl e when responding to a call. Because the protections of
the Due Process Ol ause are not triggered by conduct of the sort
al l eged by Appellants, the district court did not err in holding

that O ficer Wal den was i1 mmune. See County of Sacramento v.

Lew s, 523 U. S. 833, 853 (1998); Brown v. Nationsbank Corp., 188

F.3d 579, 591 (5th Gr. 1999), petition for cert. filed, 68

US L W 3566 (2000); Harris v. Victoria Indep. Sch. Dist., 168

F.3d 216, 223 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 120 S. Ct. 533 (1999).

Appel l ants al so challenge the district court’s dism ssal of
their clains against Sheriff Jimy Adans and \Weel er County for
their failure to train Oficer Walden or to have a policy
governing the use of high speeds. Neither claimis viable in the

absence of any constitutional injury, however. See Cty of Los

Angeles v. Heller, 475 U. S. 796, 799 (1986); Angel v. Cty of

Fairfield, Tex., 793 F.2d 737, 739 (5th Cr. 1986).

AFFI RVED.



