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

No. 99-50880
Summary Cal endar

ROBERT WALKER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

ED RI CHARDS; JOHN DCE
STEPHEN BENCLD, M D.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-99-CV-9417-SS

March 6, 2000
Before DAVIS, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Robert Wal ker has filed a “Mdtion for Energency Stay Pendi ng
Judgnent and Extraordinary Action.” Walker asks this court to
“take ‘extraordinary action’” and “take supervisory

responsibility for [his] cause of action.” There is no authority

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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for the court to assunme “supervisory responsibility” over
Wl ker’ s pending conplaint in the district court. Accordingly,
his request for “enmergency relief” is DEN ED

The appel l ees have filed a notion to dism ss the appeal, or
inthe alternative, a response to Wal ker’s appellate brief. They
argue that Wal ker has inappropriately filed an appeal from an
interlocutory order and, thus, that the appeal should be
di sm ssed.

There is no final judgnent or certification by the district
court pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b) or 28 U S.C. § 1292(Dh).
The interlocutory order fromwhich Wal ker appeal s does not neet
one of the exceptions listed in § 1292(a) or resolve an issue
that is conpletely separate fromthe nerits of the action under

Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S 541 (1949). This

court, therefore, lacks jurisdiction to review any clains raised
by this appeal. Accordingly, the appellees’ notion to dismss is
CRANTED, and the appeal is dismssed as frivolous. 5th GCr.

R 42. 2.



