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

No. 99-20122
Summary Cal endar

ERI C CANTRELL HOLMES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
HARRI S COUNTY SHERI FF' S DEPARTMENT,
TOMW B. THOMAS; J. G SHANNON, Sergeant;
T.W BELL, Deputy; R G STANLEY, Deputy;
HARRI S COUNTY JAIL, Dietician; DY ORLANDO

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 96- CV-4504

June 16, 2000

Bef ore GARWOOD, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Eric Cantrell Holnmes, Texas prisoner # 786465, appeals the
district court’s order granting the notion for sunmary judgnment
filed by defendants Thonmas, Bell, and Stanley. Defendant Shannon
did not joinin this notion. The other parties were not served.

When an action involves nultiple parties or nmultiple clains,
any decision that adjudicates the |iability of fewer than all the

parties or disposes of fewer than all the clains does not

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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termnate the litigation and is not appeal able unless certified

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

1243, 1245 (5th Gr. 1985). The district court’s judgnent is not
final as to all parties.

This court |lacks jurisdiction to review the order because
the order was not certified for appeal under Rule 54(b) and
nothing in the record indicates the district court’s unm stakabl e
intent to enter a partial final judgnent under Rule 54(b). See

Bri argrove Shopping Cr. Joint Venture v. PilgrimEnters., Inc.,

170 F.3d 536, 538-41 (5th Cr. 1999); Kelly v. Lee’'s Ad

Fashi oned Hanburgers, Inc., 908 F.2d 1218, 1220 (5th Gr.

1990) (en banc). Further, the order cannot be appeal ed under the
col l ateral order doctrine because it is reviewable on appeal
after the final judgnent disposing of all clains in the suit.

See Thonpson v. Betts, 754 F.2d 1243, 1246 (5th Gr. 1985).

Accordingly, the appeal is DISM SSED. See 5THCR R 42.2.
APPEAL DI SM SSED



