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SAVE OUR AQUI FER, Etc., ET AL.,

Plaintiffs,
LEAGUE OF UNI TED LATI N AMERI CAN CI TI ZENS, District 15,

| nt er venor - Appel | ant ,
ver sus
CITY OF SAN ANTONIO ED GARZA, In His Oficial Capacity as Myor
of San Antoni o; TERRY BRECHTEL, In Her Oficial Capacity as Gty
Manager of the City of San Antonio; YOLANDA L. LEDESMA, O fi ci al
Capacity, Acting Gty Cerk of the Gty of San Antoni o; BEXAR
COUNTY TEXAS; CLIFFORD R. BOROFSKY, In H's Oficial Capacity as
El ecti ons Adm ni strator, Bexar County, Texas,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
( SA-02- Cv-618)

Bef ore W ENER, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

| nt ervenor - Appel | ant League of United Latin American Citizens,
District 15 ("LULAC') appeals the district court's dism ssal of its
action brought under Sections 2 and 5 of the Voting Rights Act of

1965, 42 U. S.C. 8§ 1973, et seq. The anmended conpl aint, which LULAC

" 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



initially joined, alleged that the defendants violated the Voting
Ri ghts Act when verifying the signatures on a referendum petition
that was designed to force the City either to repeal an ordi nance
known as the PGA Village Ordinance or put it to a vote. LULAC
subsequently realigned itself as an intervenor to focus on the
City's use of a conputer-referenced procedure for validating the
signatures. The district court dism ssed the case as noot after
the Cty repealed the ordinance at issue, thereby providing the
remedy sought by the plaintiffs.

LULAC argues that the case is not nobot because the district
court may grant the relief that LULAC sought in the form of an
injunction barring the inplenentation of the Cty's procedure for
verifying voters' qualifications. As the ordinance that the
referendum petition sought to chall enge was repeal ed, however, no
live case or controversy concerning the Cty's procedure is

currently before the court. See Harris v. Gty of Houston, 151

F.3d 186, 189 (5th Gr. 1998); see also Arar v. Witley, 100 F. 3d

22, 23 (5th Gr. 1996)(federal courts lack jurisdiction and the
judicial resources to issue advisory opinions).

LULAC further contends that the case is not nobot because the
City's procedures remain in effect, and the challenged el ection
practice is capable of repetition yet evading review. Qur review
of the briefs and the record satisfies us that there has not been
a sufficient showng that (1) the challenged actionis too short in
duration to be fully Ilitigated prior to its cessation or
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expiration, and (2) there is a reasonabl e expectation that the sane
conplaining party will be subject to the sane action again. See

Benavides v. Housing Auth. of City of San Antoni o, 238 F.3d 667,

671 (5th Gr. 2001). We al so conclude that any clains against
Bexar County and difford R Borofsky have been abandoned because

they were not adequately briefed. See Gnel v. Connick, 15 F. 3d

1338, 1345 (5th Gr. 1994).
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