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

No. 92-5738
Conf er ence Cal endar

CREGORY DWAYNE THOVAS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
THOVAS BARRY, Jail Director

ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-91-CA-891

August 17, 1993
Before JOLLY, JONES, and DUHE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Gregory D. Thomas, proceeding pro se and in form pauperis

(IFP), filed a 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 action in August of 1991,
alleging nyriad civil rights violations stenmng fromhis
pl acenent in adm nistrative segregation while he was a pretrial
det ai nee i n Bexar County.

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

Cr. 1987). "[A]lny order . . . which adjudicates fewer than al

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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the clains or the rights and liabilities of fewer than all the
parties shall not termnate the action as to any of the clains or
parties . . . ." Fed. R Gv. P. 54(b). A disposition of fewer
than all the clains or parties fails to constitute an appeal abl e

j udgment under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1291. See Thonpson v. Betts, 754 F.2d

1243, 1245 (5th Gr. 1985). No final judgnent has been rendered
regarding the liability of defendant Robi nson in his individual
capacity. Therefore, Thonmas's appeal fromthe district court's
denial of his original claimregarding his placenent in
adm nistrative segregation is not properly before this Court.
Thomas also filed a tinely notice of appeal fromthe
district court's denial of his notions seeking injunctive relief
and a tenporary restraining order. The denial of a tenporary
restraining order, however, is not imedi ately appeal able; this
Court does not have the jurisdiction to review the denial of a

tenporary restraining order. Matter of Lieb, 915 F. 2d 180, 183

(5th Gir. 1990).

Thomas' s appeal fromthe denial of his notion seeking
injunctive relief is appeal able, see 28 U S.C. § 1292(a)(1), but
he does not raise or brief any of the issues presented in his
motion for injunctive relief. Therefore, this challenge is

deened abandoned on appeal. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County

Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).
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Therefore, the district court's order denying injunctive
relief is AFFIRMED, and the remai nder of Thomas's appeal is

DI SM SSED for |ack of jurisdiction.



