
1  Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined 
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR.
R. 47.5.4.
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PER CURIAM:1

The plaintiffs-appellants appeal the district court’s summary
judgment in favor of the City of Jackson and Westwood, L.P.  After
examination of the records and briefs, we have determined that
there was no genuine issue of material fact and that the



2

defendants’ motions for summary judgment were properly granted.  
The City of Jackson is not liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for

the misconduct of its employee, Kerry Collins.  See Gros v. City of
Grand Prairie, 181 F.3d 613, 615 (5th Cir. 1999).  The Mississippi
Tort Claims Act shields the City of Jackson from liability for the
plaintiffs’ state-tort claims.  See Miss. Code Ann. § 11-46-
5(1)(Supp. 2000).  Westwood L.P. did not breach a duty to the
plaintiff under Mississippi law dealing with premises liability.
See Whitehead v. Food Max of Mississippi, Inc., 163 F.3d 265, 271
(5th Cir. 1998).  Nor is Westwood L.P. vicariously liable for
Collins’s conduct.  See Tichenor v. Roman Catholic Church of New
Orleans, 32 F.3d 953, 959 (5th Cir. 1994).  Finally,  Westwood L.P.
cannot be held liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.  See Wong v.
Stripling, 881 F.2d 200, 202 (5th Cir. 1989); Williams v. Luna, 909
F.2d 121, 123 (5th Cir. 1990).  The district court’s grant of
summary judgment is AFFIRMED.
 


