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

No. 00-60530
Conf er ence Cal endar

M KE SALTS, Individually and as an O ficer of
Salts Funeral Honme; MARIE SALTS, Individually and
as an Oficer of Salts Funeral Hone,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,
V.

M CHAEL MOORE, Etc., ET AL.,
Def endant s,

TRAVI S CHI LDERS, Professionally, Individually, Jointly, and
Severally; JIMW MOORE, Professionally, Individually,

Jointly, and Severally; JCE WAYNE GARNER, Professionally,

| ndi vidual ly, Jointly, and Severally; ROY GREEN
Professionally, Individually, Jointly, and Severally; WLLIAM
MCKI NNEY, Professionally, Individually, Jointly, and
Several ly; JERRY BARNES, Professionally, Individually,
Jointly, and Severally; KEITH LOVELL, Professionally,

I ndi vidual ly, Jointly, and Severally; TIM HENDERSON,
Professionally, Individually, Jointly, and Severally,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:99-CV-263-D

 February 14, 2001
Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and EM LIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
On June 27, 2000, the district court granted judgnent on the

pl eadi ngs to eight of the above-captioned defendants, al

Prentiss County, M ssissippi, or City of Booneville, M ssissippi,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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officials or enployees. The district court had previously
granted a notion to dismss clains against ei ght defendants who
are officials or enployees of the State of M ssissippi, only
insofar as clains were made against themin their official
capacities. Several other defendants did not join in either
motion. The plaintiffs seek to appeal the district court's June
27, 2000, order.

When an action involves nultiple parties or multiple clains,
any decision that adjudicates the |iability of fewer than all the
parties or disposes of fewer than all the clains does not
termnate the litigation and is not appeal able unless certified

under Fed. R CGv. P. 54(b). See Thonpson v. Betts, 754 F.2d

1243, 1245 (5th Gr. 1985). The district court has not certified
the June 27, 2000, order in accordance with Rule 54(b). See
Kelly v. Lee's O d Fashi oned Hanburgers, Inc., 908 F.2d 1218,

1220 (5th Gr. 1990) (en banc) (an order is considered appeal abl e
if the |l anguage in the order either independently or together
wth related parts of the record reflects the district court’s
clear intent to enter a judgnent under Rule 54(b)). Accordingly,
we are without jurisdiction.

APPEAL DI SM SSED



