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

No. 95-40978
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOSEPH JOHNSCN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
ROBERT J. PARKER, Warden, Ellis I
ROBERT HERREA, Assi stant Warden,
M chael Unit; ALBERT G LBERT, AD- SEG
Food Service Supervisor, Mchael Unit;
TERESSA SM TH, O ficer, M chael Unit;
MOLLI E JOHNSON, Nurse, M chael Unit,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:95-CV-495
) April 19, 1996
Bef ore DUHE, DeMOSS, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Joseph Johnson appeal s the dism ssal of his clainms that
prison officials and enpl oyees were deliberately indifferent to
his dietary needs and his safety. He also appeals the denial of
his notion for a tenporary restraining order (TRO and a
prelimnary injunction.

We | ack jurisdiction to consider Johnson's contentions

regarding the dismssal of his deliberate-indifference clains

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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because the district court's order adjudicates fewer than all of
Johnson's clains. See Sherri A D v. Kirby, 975 F.2d 193, 201
(5th Gr. 1992); Dardar v. Lafourche Realty Co., 849 F.2d 955,
967 (5th Gr. 1988); FeD. R Cv. P. 54(b). Denial of a TROIis
not appealable. 1In re Lieb, 915 F.2d 180, 183 (5th Cr. 1990).

By maki ng no argunents on appeal regarding his alleged
pl acenment in adm nistrative segregation, Johnson has abandoned
that issue. 1In re Minicipal Bond Reporting Antitrust Litigation,
672 F.2d 436, 439 n.6 (5th Cr. 1982). Johnson has not shown
that a prelimnary injunction was inproperly denied. Lakedreans
v. Taylor, 932 F.2d 1103, 1107 (5th GCr. 1991).

We caution Johnson that any additional frivol ous appeal s
filed by himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of
sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Johnson is further cautioned to
review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise
argunents that are frivol ous because they have been previously
deci ded by this court.

APPEAL DI SM SSED. See 5TH QR R 42.2. SANCTI ON WARNI NG

| SSUED



