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Before SMTH, EM LIO M GARZA, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

As several of the parties have suggested in their appellate
briefs, this court is without jurisdiction over this appeal, for
the reason that no final, appeal able order has been entered. Al
parties agree that the order entered on April 14, 1994, from
whi ch Northbrook Property & Casualty Insurance Conpany attenpts
to appeal, did not dispose of all clains and specifically did not
di spose of Northbrook's claimagainst WIllis Corroon.

Nort hbrook argues that the district court's order is final
and appealable under Fe. R Cv. P. 54(b) because the order
states, "This is a FINAL ORDER " Nort hbrook reasons that the
district court inplicitly nmeant to enter the order pursuant to
rule 54(b), which allows, under certain circunstances, a district
court to enter a final, appealable judgnent as to fewer than al
the i ssues and parties.

Nort hbrook's argunent fails, however, because in the sane

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens
on the legal profession." Pursuant to that rule, the court has determn ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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order, the district court stated, "Plaintiff's Mtion for Entry
of Final Judgnent under Fed. R CGCv. P. 54(b) is DENIED." Even

under the somewhat rel axed standards of Kelly v. Lee's dd Fash-

ioned Hanburgers, 1Inc., 908 F.2d 1218 (5th G r. 1990) (per

curianm) (en banc), the district court cannot be deened to have
i ntended what it specifically denied.
W are w thout jurisdiction. The appeal, accordingly, is

DI SM SSED.



