IN THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS

No. 99-0404

HARRIS COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, AND
BRAZORIA DRAINAGE DISTRICT NO. 4, PETITIONERS

V.

DOYLE ADAM, ET AL., RESPONDENTS

ON PETITIONS FOR REVIEW FROM THE
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FIRST DISTRICT OF TEXAS

PER CURIAM

Some two hundred plaintiffs sued three governmental entities, who are petitioners here,
complaining of property damage from flooding caused by petitioners’ activities. The trial court
granted summary judgment for two of the defendants and issued an order severing that judgment
from the main case, thereby making the judgment final in the severed case. The severance order
contained a “Mother Hubbard” clause — “All other relief not specifically granted is denied” — and
taxed costs against the plaintiffs. Sometime later, the defendants remaining in the original cause
filed pleas to the jurisdiction arguing that the Mother Hubbard clause in the severance order made
the order a final judgment in the original cause. The trial court overruled the pleas, and the court
of appeals affirmed, holding that the severance order was final in the severed cause only, not in the

original cause. 988 S.W.2d 423. The court of appeals was correct that the severance order was not



a final judgment in the original cause. The obvious purpose of the order was to sever claims that
had been adjudicated into a separate cause, not to adjudicate the claims remaining in the original
cause. For the reasons we have since explained in Lehmannv. Har-Con Corp., 39 S.W.3d 191 (Tex.
2001), the inclusion of a Mother Hubbard clause in the severance order did not make it a final
judgment in the original cause. But the court of appeals was incorrect in suggesting that the Mother
Hubbard language made the judgment in the severed cause final. The judgment in the severed cause
was final because it disposed of all parties and issues in that cause, Farmer v. Ben E. Keith Co., 907
S.W.2d 495, 496 (Tex. 1995) (per curiam), not because of the Mother Hubbard language in the
severance order, Lehmann, 39 S.W.3d at 192. Finding no other error in the court of appeals’

decision, the petitions for review are denied.
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