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OPINION OF THE COURT

RENDELL, Circuit Judge.

Craig and Mary Sisk (together “the Sisks’) brought this action againgt the
Department of Veterans Affairs, the Secretary of the Department of Veterans Affairs, and a
number of individua federd employees, seeking recovery under the Federa Torts Clams
Act, 28U.S.C. 8§ 2671 et seq. On March 4, 2002, the Digtrict Court substituted the United
States of America (“the Government”) for al of the defendants, except Lucia Mancini.
Subsequently, the Digtrict Court entered summary judgment in favor of the Government.
The Sisks now apped.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, we have jurisdiction over “final” orders of adigtrict court.
“Ordinarily, an order which terminates fewer than dl dams, or clams against fewer than
all parties, does not congtitute a“final’ order for purposes of gppeal under 28 U.S.C. §

1291." Carter v. City of Philadelphia, 181 F.3d 339, 343 (3d Cir. 1999); see dso Cdlin v.

United States, 324 U.S. 229, 233 (1945) (dating that, generdly, adecison isfinal for
purposes of section 1291 only when it “ends the litigation on the merits and leaves nothing
for the court to do but execute the judgment”). Our review of the record has uncovered that
the Sisks clams againg Mancini have not been adjudicated in any way by the Digtrict Court
and no exception to the rule that we review only find orders gpplies. See, e.q., Fed. R. Civ.
P. 54(b) (stating that an order that does not adjudicate dl clams againg dl parties may be

congdered “fina” and immediatdy appedable under section 1291 when the didtrict court



makes an express determination that there is no just cause for delay and expressly directs
entry of find judgment). We asked the parties to address the issue and they have not
pointed to any evidence indicating that Mancini is not a party to the action.

Accordingly, we will dismiss the gpped for lack of jurisdiction.




TO THE CLERK OF COURT:

Pease file the foregoing opinion.

/s Marjorie O. Rendell

Circuit Judge



