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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(No. 5:02-CV-243)

Before SMTH, WENER, and ONEN, Ci rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant David Lauer, Texas prisoner # 1069082,
filed an interlocutory appeal of the district court’s denial of his
nmotions for a tenporary restraining order, prelimnary injunction,
and protective order. After Lauer filed his interlocutory appeal,

the district court dismssed his conplaint wwth prejudice. Lauer

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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argues in this appeal that the district court erred when it denied
injunctive relief.
We | ack jurisdiction over the denial of an application for a

tenporary restraining order. See Faulder v. Johnson, 178 F. 3d 741,

742 (5th Gr. 1999). As Lauer fails to argue that the district
court erred when it denied his notion for a protective order, he

has abandoned this issue. See Hughes v. Johnson, 191 F.3d 607

613-14 (5th Gr. 1999). Thus, the only issue in this appeal is
whet her the district court erred when it denied Lauer’s notion for
a prelimnary injunction.

Lauer fails to explain why his interlocutory appeal of the
denial of injunctive relief has nerit, even though the district
court has now dismssed his lawsuit. He thus has not established

a substantial |ikelihood of success on the nerits. See Speaks v.

Kruse, 445 F.3d 396, 399-400 (5th Cr. 2006). It is unnecessary
for us to consider the remaining prerequisites for injunctive

relief. See Walgreen Co. v. Hood, 275 F.3d 475, 478 (5th Cr.

2001) .
The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



