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

No. 01-50307
No. 01-50428
Conf er ence Cal endar

SAMUEL JAMES JACKSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; ALLAN B. POLUNSKY;
TEXAS BOARD OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE; WAYNE SCOTT,
JANI E COCKRELL; STATE BUREAU COF CLASSI FI CATI ON;
CHARLES KEETON, Warden; EUGENE HARBI N, THOWPSON;
TRACY ALLEN;, OFFI CER SI MMONS; FELI Cl A BURKES;
OFFI CER CARRI ER;, SANDRA JOHNSQN, Li eutenant;
VERONI CA BALLARD; TEXAS BOARD OF PARDONS AND
PARCLES; TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE-
| NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON; DAN MORALES, For ner
Texas Attorney Ceneral; JOHN CORNYN, Judge,
Texas Attorney GCeneral,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-00-CV-162-JN

~ Cctober 25, 2001
Bef ore W ENER, BENAVIDES, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Sanuel Janes Jackson, Texas prisoner nunber 216204, appeals
the district court’s denial of his notion for tenporary

injunctive relief in appeal nunber 01-50307 and noves this court

for permssion to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) in his appeal

fromthe closure of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 suit in appeal nunber

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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01-50428. Because these appeals both arise fromthe sane
district court proceeding, they are consoli dated.
Jackson’s appeal of the denial of his notion for tenporary

injunctive relief is noot because a final judgnent denying

permanent injunctive relief has been rendered. See Louisiana

Wrld Exposition, Inc. v. Logque, 746 F. 2d 1033, 1038 (5th Cr.

1984). Appeal nunber 01-50307 is thus dism ssed as noot.

In his notion for permssion to proceed |FP, Jackson argues
that the district court was biased against him He cites the
district court’s unfavorable ruling as evidence of its bias. An

adverse ruling is insufficient to show judicial bias. See Liteky

v. United States, 510 U S. 540, 555 (1994). Jackson’s judicial -

bias issue is frivolous; he thus has not shown that his appeal is

taken in good faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th

Cr. 1997); Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Gr. 1983).

Accordingly, his notion for perm ssion to proceed |FP is denied,
and appeal nunber 01-50428 is dism ssed as frivolous. See Baugh,
117 F. 3d at 202, n.24; 5th Cr. Rule. 42.2. Additionally,
Jackson has filed a notion seeking tenporary injunctive relief.
This nmotion lacks nmerit, and it is denied.

APPEALS CONSOLI DATED; APPEAL NUMBER 01-50307 DI SM SSED AS
MOOT; MOTI ON FOR | FP DENI ED AND APPEAL NUMBER 01-50428 DI SM SSED
AS FRI VOLOUS; MOTI ON FOR TEMPORARY | NJUNCTI VE RELI EF DENI ED.



