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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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



It goes without saying that this court nust exam ne the basis
of its jurisdiction on its own notion if necessary. Mosl ey v.
Cozby, 813 F. 2d 659, 660 (5th Gr. 1987). “Where neither the order
appeal ed fromnor related portions of the record reflect an intent
by the district judge to enter a partial final judgnment, we refuse
to consider the order appealable as a final judgnment.” Kelly v.
Lee’s A d Fashi oned Hanburgers, Inc., 908 F.2d 1218, 1219-20 (5th
Cr. 1990) (en banc).

Al t hough the district court’s order, entered on August 29,
1995, denied Tovar’s notion for a prelimnary injunction and
di sposed of nost of his other clains, it did not dispose of his
Voting Rights Act clains. Because neither the order nor related
portions of the record reflect an intent by the court to enter a
partial final judgnent, the order is not a final, appealable
j udgnent .

However, because the order denied Tovar's notion for a
prelimnary injunction, we have jurisdiction over an interlocutory
appeal fromthat portion of it. See Association of Co-Operative
Menbers, Inc. v. Farm and Industries, Inc., 684 F.2d 1134, 1137-38
(5th Cr. 1982) (appellate review under 8 1292(a)(1) ordinarily
extends only to those parts of an interlocutory order that relate
to the grant of an injunction), cert. denied, 460 U. S. 1038 (1983).
Nevert hel ess, because Tovar did not raise the denial of injunctive

relief as an issue on appeal, we wll not address it. See



Bri nkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748

(5th Gir. 1987).

The denial of Tovar’s request for injunctive relief 1is
AFFI RVED. The renmai nder of the appeal is DI SM SSED for |ack of
jurisdiction.

AFFI RVED | N PART and DI SM SSED | N PART



