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

No. 01-21092
Conf er ence Cal endar

TCHEWAM LI LY MUKWANCE,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
CI TY OF HOUSTON,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H- 00- CV-2849

© August 21, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVI S, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Tchewam Li |y Mukwange appeals fromthe denial of her notion
for relief pursuant to FED. R CQv. P. 60(b) follow ng the grant
of summary judgnent for the City of Houston (“the City”) on
Mukwange’s cl ains pursuant to 42 U . S.C. § 1983. W |ack
jurisdiction to review the grant of summary judgnent itself, as

Mukwange did not file a tinely notice of appeal fromthat

judgnent. See United States v. Carr, 979 F.2d 51, 55 (5th G

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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1992). Regarding the denial of her Rule 60(b) notion, Mikwange
contends that the district court erred by failing to recognize
that it had erroneously interpreted the | aw of nuni ci pal
liability and that the district court should have granted her
Rul e 60(b) notion and granted her the relief she sought in her
conpl ai nt.

The deni al of Mukwange’s Rule 60(b) notion was not an abuse
of discretion. See First Nationw de Bank v. Summer House Joi nt
Venture, 902 F.2d 1197, 1200 (5th G r. 1990). The district court
correctly understood the [aw of nunicipal liability and nothing
i n Mukwange’ s pleadings or the materials she submtted
establi shed that her arrests and detentions arose from any
constitutionally infirmpolicy, practice, or custom See Johnson
v. Moore, 958 F.2d 92, 94 (5th G r. 1992).

AFFI RVED.



