CHASSIDY KYLE, INDIVIDUALLY
:  NUMBER:  515,528, “B”
AND AS PERSON REPRESENTATIVE

OF THE ESTATE OF DAVID KYLE, JR.,

DECEASED AND MILTON JAMES

CAMERON, II AS GUARDIAN OF JACOB

MICHAEL DECAMP

VERSUS




:  FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

SHREVEPORT LOUISIANA

POLICE DEPARTMENT AND

DANIEL CHUMLEY



:  CADDO PARISH, LOUISIANA

JUDGMENT ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

The Court has considered the Motion For Summary Judgment filed July 23, 2009 by City of Shreveport and Officer Daniel Chumley, its memoranda and exhibits, defendants’ supplemental memoranda of October 28, 2009 as well as the Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants Motion For Summary Judgment and Supplemental Memorandum filed October 19 and 26, respectively, along with plaintiffs’ volume of exhibits, and arguments made in Court on October 26, 2009.  In light of a careful review of the entire record and applicable law, the Court concludes that the defendants’ Motion For Summary Judgment has merit and is therefore granted
.  Accordingly:
IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Motion For Summary Judgment filed by City of Shreveport and Daniel Chumley is granted and the Claims of Chassidy Kyle, Individually and as person representative of the Estate of David Kyle, Jr. deceased and Milton James Cameron, II as Guardian of Jacob Michael Decamp are dismissed with prejudice.

Signed this 19th day of November, 2009 in Shreveport, Caddo Parish, Louisiana.








____________________________ 








       SCOTT J. CRICHTON








          DISTRICT JUDGE

CLERK OF COURT: PLEASE

ISSUE NOTICE OF JUDGMENT

IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW
DISTRIBUTION:

Laureen F. Bagley, (903) 757-7574

Edwin H. Byrd, III, 226-0390

� Summary Judgment is warranted based on the facts established by the summary judgment record and the applicable law on any of the following bases: (1) La. R.S. 9:2800.10 precludes recovery under the facts of this case; (2) the legal conclusion as to duty - (a) that there is no duty owed to one engaged in felony conduct requiring the law enforcement officer not to disable a criminal suspect’s vehicle; and (b) that there is no duty owed to the criminal fleeing suspect for the officer not to pursue him - effectively precludes recovery in this case; and (3) La. R.S. 32:24 precludes recovery under the facts of this case.





