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

No. 02-10296
Summary Cal endar

RODERI CK LADELL BONNER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

CI TY OF MANSFI ELD, TEXAS, MONTE ROBERTS, Police Oficer;
JESUS VALLES; and DAVI D GRI FFI N,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:01-Cv-760-A

Novenber 1, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM SM TH, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Roderi ck Ladell Bonner, Texas prisoner #1057449, proceeding
pro se and in forma pauperis, appeals the district court’s Rule
54(b) final judgnent dismssing his § 1983 cl ai ns against the Gty

of Mansfield for failure to state a claim?! Because Bonner fails

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.

" Although the City of Mnsfield urges that we |[ack
jurisdiction to consider the appeal on the basis that the district
court’s order dismssing the clains against the Cty was
interlocutory and not certified by the district court under Federal



to present any argunent in his opening brief regarding the only
appeal abl e i ssue-the propriety of the district court’s dism ssal of
his clains against the City of Mansfield-the issue is abandoned. ?
Bonner’s appeal is without nerit and therefore frivolous. On this
basi s, the appeal is hereby DI SM SSED. 3

We caution Bonner that any additional frivol ous appeals filed
by himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of sanctions.
To avoid sanctions, Bonner is cautioned to review any pending
appeals to ensure that they do not raise argunents that are

frivolous. Al outstanding notions are DEN ED

Rul e of Civil Procedure 54(b), the district court’s Final Judgnent
as to Certain Defendant, entered the sanme day as its order
di sm ssing Bonner’s clains against the City, is a Rule 54(b) final
j udgnent, as the acconpanyi ng order di sm ssing the clains nakes “an
express determnation that there is no just reason for delay” and
i ncl udes “an express direction for the entry of judgnent.” FeD. R
Cv. P. 54(b).

2 Price v. Roark, 256 F.3d 364, 368 n.2 (5th Cr. 2001). To
the extent that Bonner is appealing any other order of the district
court, such orders would be interlocutory and thus we have no
jurisdiction to consider such an appeal. Briargrove Shopping Ctr.
Joint Venture v. PilgrimEnter., Inc., 170 F.3d 536, 538 (5th Cr
1999) .

3 BTHCQR R 42.2 (“If upon [review], it appears to the court
that the appeal is frivolous and entirely without nerit, the appeal
wll be dismssed.”).



