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MAYNARD L. TUCKER,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
V.

COX TEXAS NEWSPAPERS, L.P., doing business as The Austin
Ameri can- St at esman; THE AUSTI N HUVAN RI GHTS COWM SSI ON,

Def endants - Appel |l ees,

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

Bef ore JONES, BARKSDALE and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel  ant Maynard L. Tucker challenges the district court’s
denial of his notion to remand. Because we l|lack jurisdiction to
review the district court’s order, we dismss this appeal.

Tucker sued his former enployer Cox Texas Newspapers (“Cox”)
and The Austin Human R ghts Comm ssion (“AHRC’) in Texas state

court. In this suit, Tucker alleges that Cox violated Title VII

"Pursuant to 5TH QRoUT RULE 47.5, the court has deternined
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THQRaUT
RULE 47.5. 4.



of the Cvil Rights Act of 1964! and the Age Discrimnation in
Enpl oynent Act? by discrimnating agai nst Tucker because of his
age and race. Tucker also contends that AHRC did not properly
investigate his clains of discrimnation.

The two defendants renoved the case to federal district
court, stating that it presented a federal question. Tucker
noved to remand the case. The district court denied the notion
and rul ed that the case was renovabl e because it was based on
federal law. In response, Tucker filed a request for appeal,
whi ch the district court construed as a notice of appeal. This
request only addressed the nerits of his notion to remand.

Tucker did not seek, nor did the district court grant, perm ssion
under 28 U. S.C. 8 1292(b) to appeal an interlocutory order.

This court has jurisdiction to review final orders. 28
US C 8§ 1291. A order denying a request for remand is not a
final order, and without certification under 28 U S. C. §8 1292(b),
we |ack jurisdiction to reviewit. Mlancon v. Texaco, Inc., 659
F.2d 551, 552-53 (5th Gr. 1981). Because the district court did
not certify this order, we cannot consider Tucker’s appeal.

APPEAL DI SM SSED

142 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq. (2000).

229 U.S.C. § 621 et seq. (1994).



