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

No. 96-10666
Summary Cal endar

JAI ME DOM NGUEZ,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

PETE SKAINS, Sheriff of Tom G een

Co.; ODELL DENTON, Jail Captai n;

AARON LANKFORD;, SERGE O SOBREDO, JR, Dr.;
JAY PRI ETO Nurse; DAN BLACKWELL, Supv.;
GARY McCOMBS, Supv.; WLLIAM R MOORE,
County Judge; TOM GREEN COUNTY, TX,

Comm ssioners CT; VICKI RElI SNER,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(6:94-CV-070-0Q)

Novenber 27, 1996
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM ~
Jai me Dom nguez, Texas prisoner # 737470, appeals the district
court’s order striking his supplenental conplaint in his 42 U S.C

§ 1983 acti on.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



This court nust determne if it has appellate jurisdiction on

its own notion, if necessary. WlIllians v. Brown & Root, Inc., 828

F.2d 325, 327 (5th Gr. 1987). The district court’s order striking
Dom nguez’s supplenental conplaint is not an appeal able final
order, has not been properly certified as final by the district
court, is not an appealable interlocutory order, and is not

appeal able under the collateral order doctrine. See EEQC .

Kerrville Bus Co., 925 F.2d 129, 134 (5th Cr. 1991); Dardar V.

Lafourche Realty Co., 849 F.2d 955, 957 (5th Gr. 1988).

Accordingly, Domnguez’'s appeal of the order striking his
suppl enental conpl ai nt nust be dism ssed for |ack of jurisdiction.
Dom nguez appeal s but does not brief the district court’s denial of
his notion for appoi nt mnent of counsel. Because Dom nguez fails to

brief this issue, it is deened abandoned on appeal. See Yohey v.

Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).

APPEAL DI SM SSED



