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

No. 95-10281
Summary Cal endar

W LLI AM L. EASTWOOD
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

JERRY D. COX; JEFF GORE
Def endant s- Appel | ant s,
and

TOMMY BUFFI NGTON, JACK SCHULTZ;
HUNT COUNTY TEXAS; CI TY OF WEST TAWAKONI

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Northern District of Texas

May 6, 1996
Bef ore GARWOOD, W ENER and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Cook and Gore have appeal ed the district court’s order denying
their notion for summary judgnent based on a qualified imunity

claim Such a collateral order is not imedi ately appeal able to

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



the extent it determ nes only whether the record in the case raises
a genui ne issue of fact. Johnson v. Jones, 115 S. Ct. 2151, 2156,
2159 (1995). Here the trial court, after careful analysis,
determ ned that “there are so many disputed facts . . . that the
court is wunable to nmke a determnation of the objective
reasonabl eness of” appellants’ conduct. The facts admtted or
al l eged by appellee or which the trial court determned to be not
genui nel y di sputed do not, of thensel ves, establish that appellants
are entitled to qualified immunity. It is not shown (and
appel l ants’ points on appeal do not assert) that the trial court
enpl oyed an erroneous substantive or procedural |egal standard in
its ruling. Hence, this Court is without jurisdiction over this
appeal. 1d. See also Hare v. Gty of Corinth, 74 F.3d 633, 638
(5th CGr. 1996) (en banc). Eastwood’ s notion for sanctions i s not

wel | taken.

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, MOTI ON FOR SANCTI ONS DENI ED



