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PER CURI AM *

Maurice Taylor brings this appeal to challenge the district
court’s dismssal for failure to state a claimof his equal -
rights challenge to the grooming policy of the Texas prison in
whi ch he was incarcerated when he first filed this suit. He

argues that he has raised a valid equal -protection claim that

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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the district court erred in substituting Janie Cockrell for the
defendants originally named in his conplaint, and that the
district court should have enforced this court’s prior order that
Cockrell bear part of the costs associated with his initial
appeal. He also noves this court for the appointnent of counsel;
to issue a show cause order that directs Cockrell to pay the
appel l ate costs she owes him and to reconsider our prior
di sm ssal of Cockrell’s appeal, which was di sm ssed upon her
nmotion. Cockrell noves this court to vacate that part of the
district court’s judgnent relating to Taylor’s claimunder the
Rel i gi ous Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (“RLU PA").
Several of Taylor’s forner fellow inmates nove this court for
| eave to intervene in the suit, to certify it as a class action,
and to join as plaintiffs.

Tayl or has not briefed that portion of the district court’s
judgnent holding that his claimfor nonetary damages was barred

by El eventh Anendnent imrunity. Accordingly, this issue is

wai ved. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr
1993).

Tayl or does, however, argue that the district court erred in
dismssing his claimfor injunctive relief because he has raised
a valid claimthat the groom ng policy had a disparate inpact
upon Muslins. This argunent is unavailing. Taylor’s recent
rel ease fromprison noots his clains for injunctive relief. See

Rocky v. King, 900 F.2d 864, 867 (5th G r. 1990). Accordingly,
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Taylor’ s appeal fromthe district court’s dismssal of his equal-
protection claimfor failure to state a clai mupon which relief
could be granted is DISM SSED AS MOOT. Taylor’s notion for a
show cause order is DEN ED because the defendant asserts that she
is taking reasonable steps to conply with this court’s order
concerni ng appel | ate costs.

“I'f a claimbecones noot after the entry of a district
court’s judgnent and prior to the conpletion of appellate review,
we generally vacate the judgnent and remand for dism ssal.”

Murphy v. Fort Wrth Indep. Sch. Dist., 334 F.3d 470, 471 (5th

Cir. 2003). That is the scenario presented by the instant case
inrelation to Taylor’s RLU PA claim Accordingly, we GRANT
Cockrell’s notion, VACATE the district court’s Menorandum Order
and Injunction relating to Taylor’s RLU PA claim and REMAND this
case to the district court for the sole purpose of dismssal of
Taylor’s RLU PA claim Because Taylor’s appeal is noot, al

ot her outstandi ng noti ons are DEN ED



