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

No. 95-20736
Summary Cal endar

LAVWRENCE P. M LES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
SUNBELT NATI ONAL BANK, ET AL.,

Def endant s,
SUNBELT NATI ONAL BANK
LAUREN | . SCHVERAK and
M CHAEL B. MASSEY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas

USDC No. CA-H 92-1246

~ June 13, 1996
Bef ore REAVLEY, DUHE and WENER, Gircuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

This court nust exam ne the basis of its jurisdiction on its

own notion if necessary. Msley v. Cozby, 813 F.2d 659, 660 (5th
Cir. 1987). W earlier held that the district court’s orders

granting partial sunmary judgnent, granting a protective order,

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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and dism ssing Lawence Mles’s clains were not appeal able fina
judgnents. Qur earlier holding constitutes the | aw of the case,
Chevron U.S. A, Inc. v. Traillour Gl Co., 987 F.2d 1138, 1150
(5th Gr. 1993); Mles may not appeal those orders.

Mles filed no notice of appeal following the district
court’s order closing his case. Even though the closing of the
case did not dispose of the counterclaim it was nevertheless a
final order. See Lewis v. Beddingfield, 20 F.3d 123, 124 (5th
Cir. 1994)(indefinite stay of suit is final order); Johnson v.
Texas, 878 F.2d 904, 905 (5th Gr. 1989). W lack jurisdiction
to review that order. United States v. Carr, 979 F.2d 51, 55
(5th Gir. 1992).

Ml es’s mandanmus request is DENIED as noot. His notion to
expedite his appeal also is DEN ED as noot.

APPEAL DI SM SSED



