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PER CURI AM
Donal d and Nor ma Jacobs appeal the district court’s order
awar di ng sunmary judgnent in favor of Defendants Lieutenant M chael
G Sewell and Col onel John W Rhoades. Donald Jacobs, an officer
with the Maryl and Departnent of Natural Resources, was tried and
acquitted for the alleged theft of tw hundred dollars from a
| arger sumof noney that had been seized during an arrest in which
he participated. After his acquittal, Jacobs brought several state
clainms and Fourth and Fifth Anmendnent cl ai nms pursuant to 42 U. S. C
§ 1983 (2000). The district court dism ssed Jacobs’ state clains
w thout prejudice and granted Sewell and Rhoades’ notion for
summary judgnent as to the federal clains. On appeal, Jacobs
clains the district court erred in finding Sewell and Rhoades were
entitled to qualified inmunity and granting their notion for
summary judgnent.
W review de novo a district court’s grant of summary

judgnent. H ggins v. E.I. DuPont de Nenpurs & Co., 863 F.2d 1162,

1167 (4th CGir. 1988).

Jacobs contends that the district court erred in granting
Sewel | and Rhoades qualified imunity. Qualified immnity protects
government officials performng discretionary functions from
liability for civil danmages where “their conduct does not violate

clearly established statutory or constitutional rights of which a



reasonabl e person would have known.” Harlow v. Fitzgerald, 457

U.S. 800, 818 (1982).

The district court correctly ruled that neither Sewell
nor Rhoades violated any clearly established Fifth Anmendnent ri ght
because their use of Jacobs’ conpelled statenents was limted to

the crimnal investigation. See Wley v. Mayor of Baltinore, 48

F.3d 773, 777 (4th Cr. 1995); see also Chavez v. Mrtinez, 538

Uus _ , 123 S.C. 1994, 2000, 2007 (2003). As to Jacobs’ claim
t hat Rhoades and Sewel | violated his Fourth Armendnent rights based
on Jacobs’ arrest, these Defendants neither arrested Jacobs nor
made the decision to have him arrested. Therefore, Sewell and
Rhoades are entitled to qualified imunity because their conduct
did not violate a clearly established constitutional right.
Because we concl ude that Rhoades and Sewel|l were entitled to
qualified imunity, we need not reach the nerits of Jacobs’

clains.” Cf. Saucier v. Katz, 533 U S 194, 199-205 (2001).

Accordingly, we affirm the judgnment of the district court. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and oral

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

“Jacobs does not challenge the disnissal of the action as to
Def endant Maryl and Departnent of Natural Resources, nor does he
chal I enge the dism ssal w thout prejudice of his state | aw cl ai ns.
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