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

No. 00-60527
Summary Cal endar

CHARLES LAVEL STRI NGER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
UNKNOWN MCDANI ELS; RON TI LLMAN; ORAN PACE; BARBARA DUNN,
CI TY OF JACKSON, M SSI SSI PPl ; POLI CE DEPARTMENT OF
THE CI TY OF JACKSON, M SSI SSI PPI

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:99-CV-686-W5

 March 21, 2001
Before JOLLY, SM TH, and DUHE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Charles Lavel Stringer has filed a 42 U S . C. 8§ 1985 civi
rights lawsuit alleging that the defendants conspired to violate
his constitutional rights by arresting himpending his paynent of
a 1984 fine and preventing himfromappealing the arrest order. He
now appeals the district court’s interlocutory order denying his

motion for a prelimnary injunction ordering the defendants to

rei mburse himfor the $450 fine paynent.

! Pursuant to 5THGR R 47.5, the court has detern ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



A novant seeking a prelimnary injunction nust establish four
factors: “(1) a substantial |ikelihood of success on the nerits,
(2) a substantial threat that failure to grant the injunction w |
result in irreparable injury, (3) the threatened injury outweighs
any damage that the injunction may cause the opposing party, and
(4) the injunction wll not disserve the public interest.”

Lakedreans v. Taylor, 932 F.2d 1103, 1107 (5th G r. 1991). Because

a prelimnary injunction is an extraordinary and drastic renedy,
the novant nust carry his burden of persuasion “by a clear

show ng.” Mazurek v. Arnstrong, 520 U. S. 968, 972 (1997) (citation

omtted).

Stringer failed to nake a clear showing of the four required
factors. Therefore, the district court did not abuse its
di scretion in denying his notion for a prelimnary injunction. See
Lakedreans, 932 F.2d at 1107.

AFFI RVED.



