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PER CURI AM

The appel l ants, various rel atives of decedent Jerry Lynn

Anderson, appeal from the district court’s grant of summary

judgnent in favor of appell ees Hopki ns County, Texas, and Sheriff

Charl es Adans, as well as three evidentiary decisions nmade by the

district court in the course of trial against Deputy Sheriff Matt

Hooper. Hooper shot and kill ed Anderson as Anderson was attenpting

to evade arrest by running down Hooper in his truck.



After carefully considering the briefs, oral argunent,
and pertinent parts of the record, we concl ude that the appellants’
objections to the evidentiary decisions made by the district court
are without nerit, and that the district court did not abuse its
discretion in making its rulings.

Only one of the challenged rulings nerits coment. The
appellants argue that the district court erred in admtting
evi dence that Anderson possessed and was under the influence of
met hanphetam ne at the tinme of his death. A plastic bag containing
met hanphet am ne was found wi t h Ander son subsequent to t he shooti ng,
and an aut opsy reveal ed t hat Ander son had i ngest ed net hanphet am ne.
Appel I ants contend t hat t he net hanphet am ne evi dence was conpl etel y
irrelevant to the issue whet her Hooper used excessive force, since
Hooper could not have conclusively determned that Anderson
possessed or had ingested nethanphetam ne until after Anderson’s
death. Alternatively, the appellants argue that the nethanpheta-
m ne evidence should have been excluded because its probative
value, if any, was substantially outweighed by its prejudicia
inpact. See FED. R EwviD. 4083.

The first argunent is plainly insufficient: Hooper’s
mental state and his inpressions of Anderson’s condition at the
time of the shooting were directly at issue during the tria
because Hooper raised a defense of qualified immunity, claimng in
part that his actions were objectively reasonable under the
circunstances. Hooper testified that he believed Anderson to be
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under the influence of nethanphetam ne immediately before the
shooting —an i npressi on based on his actual glinpses of Anderson’s
face just before the shooting; on Anderson’s erratic driving; and
on Anderson’s connection to a known drug house.! Consequently, the
evi dence that Anderson both possessed and was under the influence
of nmet hanphetam ne at the tine of his death was highly rel evant as
it tended to corroborate Hooper’s testinony about his own percep-
tion of events. In short, the district court’s decision to admt
t he nmet hanphet am ne evi dence does not appear to have been error at
all, and does not qualify as an abuse of discretion.

Furt her, because Hooper was found by a jury not to have

violated the decedent’s constitutional rights, there is no basis

for liability on the part of Hopkins County and Adans. See Cty of

Los Angeles v. Heller, 475 U S. 796, 798-99, 106 S. C. 1571,

1572-73 (1986) (holding that, because the jury had found that the
of ficer had not violated the victinm s constitutional rights, there
was no basis for liability on the part of the city and nenbers of
its police conmm ssion).

Accordingly, the decision of the district court is

AFFI RVED.

! Deputy Hooper had foll owed Anderson’s truck from a house where he
beli eved nethanphetanmine was being stored and where he had purchased
net hanphet ami ne during a previ ous undercover investigation

3



