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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:05-Cv-1
USDC No. 2:05-Cv-2174

Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Earl Lewi s Anderson, Jr., M ssissippi prisoner # L1784,
proceedi ng pro se, noves for |leave to proceed in fornma pauperis
(I'FP) in an appeal of the magistrate judge's (M) interlocutory
orders denying Anderson’s notion for a tenporary restraining
order and prelimnary injunction, notion for appoi ntnent of
counsel and issuance of subpoenas, and interlocutory orders
termnating sone parties, and consolidating cases. Anderson’s
| FP notion is a challenge to the MI's certification that his

appeal is not taken in good faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d

197, 202 (5th Cr. 1997).

This court |acks jurisdiction over the interlocutory orders
denyi ng Anderson’s request for a tenporary restraining orders,
denying his request to issue subpoenas, to term nate parties, and

to consol i date cases. See 28 U. S.C. § 1291; Faulder v. Johnson,

178 F. 3d 741, 742 (5th G r. 1999). Anderson’s argunent that the
M) abused his discretion by denying his request for injunctive

relief fails because he does not show “extraordi nary

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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ci rcunst ances” which would conpel a reversal of the MJ's ruling.

Wiite v. Carlucci, 862 F.2d 1209, 1211 (5th Gr. 1989).

Ander son does not address the MJ's analysis that he was able
to adequately represent hinself. Anderson argues only that
counsel shoul d be appointed to bring clains of nedical
mal practice. Because he fails to identify any error in the MI's

anal ysis, the argunent is abandoned. See Brinkmann v. Dall as

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Ander son has not shown that he will present a nonfrivol ous

i ssue on appeal. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr

1983). Accordingly, the notion for |eave to proceed IFP is
DENI ED and the appeal is DI SM SSED as frivolous. See Baugh, 117
F.3d at 202 n.24; 5th CGr. 42.2. Anderson’s notion for a
transcript at the expense of the Governnent is DEN ED

The di sm ssal of this appeal counts as one strike under 28

US C 8 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hanmons, 103 F. 3d 383, 387

(5th Gr. 1996). Anderson is CAUTIONED that if he accunul ates
three strikes under 8§ 1915(g), he will not be able to proceed |IFP
in any civil action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or
detained in any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of
serious physical injury. 8 1915(g).

| FP MOTI ON DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED; MOTI ON FOR TRANSCRI PT

DENI ED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



