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

No. 95-10104
Summary Cal endar

DI ANE LYNN HOPPER, On behalf of herself and all other wonen
simlarly situated; WANDA DI ANE NASH SM TH, On behal f of herself
and all other wonen simlarly situated; BlILLA JOAN FRANKLIN, On
behal f of herself and all other wonen simlarly situated,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

COW SSI ONERS COURT, of Dallas County, Texas; JI M BOALES,
Sheriff, Sheriff of Dallas County; DALLAS COUNTY PRE-TRI AL
RELEASE SERVI CES; TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE, by and

t hrough Janes Collins, Executive Director; DALLAS COUNTY
COMMUNI TY SUPERVI SORS & CORRECTI ONS DEPARTMENT, by and t hrough
Ron CGoethals, Director; WAYNE SCOIT, DI RECTOR, TEXAS DEPARTMENT
OF CRIM NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTITUTIONAL DI VI SION; JAMES A. COLLI NS

Dl RECTOR, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL

D VI SI ON;, JAIL STANDARDS COW SSI ON; TEXAS BOARD OF CRI M NAL
JUSTI CE, by and through, Carol Vance, Jerry Hodge, Joshua Allen,
Sr., Ellen J. Hal bert, Alan Poulunsky, R H (Rufus) Duncan, The
Honorable G | berto Jinojosa, Sr., John R Ward, Thomas Dunni ng,
Board Menmbers; TEXAS BOARD OF PARDONS & PARCLE DI VI SI ON, by and
t hrough Jack Kyle, Chairman; TDCJ, PARDON AND PARCLE DI VI SI ON, by
and through Melinda Bozarth, InterimD rector; TDCJ COMIN TY
JUSTI CE ASSI STANCE DI VI SI ON, by and through DDmtria Pope,

Di rector; DALLAS COUNTY TEXAS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:94-CV-54-X

August 21, 1996
Before DAVIS, WENER, and BENAVI DES, C rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The appel | ants appeal the orders of the district court
denying a prelimnary injunction and class certification. They
argue that 1) the district court erred in denying the application
for a prelimnary injunction as noot, 2) their standing to appeal
the denial of class certification should be determ ned as of the
date of filing of their notion for class certification, and 3)
their clains are “capable of repetition, yet evading review”

For the reasons given by the district court, we AFFIRMthe
district court’s denial of the application for a prelimnary
injunction as noot. W do not address the argunments concerni ng
the denial of class certification, and we DI SM SS t he appeal of

that order for lack of jurisdiction. See Carson v. Anerican

Brands, Inc., 450 U.S. 79, 84 (1981); Shanks v. Cty of Dallas,
Tex., 752 F.2d 1092, 1095 (5th G r. 1985). The appellees’ notion
to dismss the appeal is DEN ED, and the appellants’ notion for

sanctions is al so DEN ED



