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GUI LLERMO BERRI OCHOA LOPEZ; TRANSPORTES | NTERVEX
S ADE CV;, S ANTONI O TRANSPORTES S A DE CV; JCSE
SI LVANO MAGANA LOPEZ;, JOSE ALFREDO MAGANA LOPEZ;
M GUEL ANGEL DE LA ROSA SANCHEZ SERVI Cl O TECN CO
AUTOMOTRI Z PERISUR S A DE C V; TOVAS DE LA ROSA PARRA;
ERNESTO VALLET HACES; MAX E. BARTON;, CARLCS BERRI OCHOA,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,
ver sus

NORMAN Y. M NETA, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON;
MARY E. PETERS, Adm nistrator of Federal H ghway
Adm ni stration; JOSEPH M CLAPP, Adm nistrator of the
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Adm nistration; DOES, 1-100
| NCLUSI VE,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. B-01-Cv-208

Bef ore JONES, BENAVI DES and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel | ants appeal the dismssal of their civil rights
action, asserted against several United States Governnent officers

intheir official and individual capacities. The United States and

"Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



its officers are i mune fromsuit under Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned

Federal Narcotics Agents, 403 U. S. 388 (1971), and the civil rights

statutes, and such actions may be brought only against persons

acting in their individual capacities. See Affiliated Prof’|l Hone

Health Care Agency v. Shalala, 164 F.3d 282, 286 (5th Cr. 1999).

The district court held that it did not have persona
jurisdiction agai nst the defendants in their individual capacities.
Al t hough the appellants alleged that the defendants’ actions
prevented them fromoperating in or investing in conpanies within
the State of Texas, those clains clearly pertain to acts taken by
them in their official capacities. There are no allegations
show ng that the defendants, as individuals, had either specific or

general mninmumcontacts within the State of Texas. See WIlson v.

Belin, 20 F.3d 644, 647 (5th Cr. 1994). The appell ants have not
shown that the district court’s order was plainly erroneous. See

Douglass v. United Servs. Auto. Ass’'n, 79 F.3d 1415, 1417 (5th Gr

1996) (en banc). W do not reach the appellants’ argunents regard-
ing the nerits of their constitutional clains.

AFFI RVED.



