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

No. 97-31103
Summary Cal endar

MARI ON BURTON; SANDRA BURTON
Pl ai ntiffs-Appellees,
ver sus

CITY OF HAMMOND; POLICE CH EF, for the Cty of Hammond;
JAMES BANKS, JR., Oficer,

Def endant s- Appel | ant s.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 95-CV-2096
" Decenber 8, 1998
Before JOLLY, SM TH, and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Janes Banks, Jr., the Gty of Hammond (“the City”), and the
Police Chief of Hanmmond (“the Chief”) appeal fromthe denial of
their nmotion for summary judgnent in the civil-rights action
brought by Marion and Sandra Burton. The defendants argue that
the district court erred by denying their sunmmary-judgnment notion
on the nerits of their qualified-inmunity defense and the nerits
of their argunent against the liability of the Gty and the
Chi ef .

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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We nust determ ne the basis of our jurisdiction, on our own
motion, if necessary. Mdsley v. Cozby, 813 F.2d 659, 660 (5th
Cir. 1987). The district court rejected Banks’s qualified-
imunity defense on the grounds that he had failed to show that
his actions were objectively reasonable on the facts before the
court; we have jurisdiction over Banks’ s appeal fromthe deni al
of summary judgnent on qualified imunity. Naylor v. Louisiana,
127 F. 3d 855, 857 (5th Gr. 1997). Wth the sole exception of
the qualified-immunity defense, the district court’s order
denyi ng sunmary judgnent is a nonappeal able interlocutory order.
We therefore lack jurisdiction to review the defendants’
contentions apart fromaqualified inmmunity, and we dism ss the
appeal except for that portion of the appeal addressing qualified
i nuni ty.

Regarding the qualified i munity defense, we have revi ewed
the record and the briefs of the parties and we have found no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmfor essentially the
reasons stated by the district court at the hearing held in
conjunction with the order denying summary judgnent. See Burton
v. Hammond, No. 95-CV-2096 (E.D. La. Sep. 19, 1997).

APPEAL DI SM SSED | N PART; AFFI RVED | N PART.



