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

No. 01-50707
Summary Cal endar

Rl CHARD DEARMON CROW
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
COVAL COUNTY, TEXAS; JOHN MATTHEWS, In his Individual and O fici al
Capacity as a Reserve Deputy in the Comal County Sheriff’s
Departnent; BOB HOLDER, In his Individual and Oficial
Capacity as Sheriff in Comal County,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-00-Cv-784

My 2, 2002
Before DUHE, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !
Richard Dearnmon Crow appeals the summary judgnent and
di smssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 civil rights action. Crow argues
that Comal County, Texas has ratified a policy of unreasonable
arrests, that his constitutional rights were violated when he was

falsely arrested, and that excessive force was used in connection

with his arrest.

! Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



Crow s clainms against Conal County are rejected because Crow
failed to provide evidence that Comal County has a practice,
custom or policy of allowing untrained officers to nake arrests,
nor did Crow provi de evidence that he was arrested by an untrai ned

of ficer. See Bennett v. City of Slidell, 728 F.2d 762, 767-768

(5th Gr. 1984). Crow s claimfor false arrest and his attack on
qualified imunity is rejected. Crow was convicted for the
violation for which he was arrested, and his claim for damages
resulting fromthe clainmed false arrest does not mature until the

convi ction has been set aside. See Wells v. Bonner, 45 F.3d 90,

93-95 (5th Gr. 1995). Crow s claimthat excessive force was used
in his arrest is also rejected because Crow s injuries were de
mnims and the arresting officer used no nore than customary

force. See denn v. Cty of Tyler, 242 F.3d 307, 314 (5th Gr.

2001) .
Therefore, the judgnent of the magistrate judge dism ssing
Crow s civil rights conplaint is

AFFI RVED.



