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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissippi
USDC No. 3:02-CV-1309

Before KING Chief Judge, and JOLLY and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Huey Granger appeals the district court’s order denying his
nmoti on seeking to enjoin the appellees from prosecuting himon
state crimnal charges and denying his request for

reconsi deration of a protective order.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Granger argues that appellate jurisdiction exists over the
district court’s order pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1292(a)(1). Wile
28 U S.C. 8 1292(a)(1l) provides appellate jurisdiction over the
portion of the district court’s order relating to the denial of
injunctive relief, it does not provide appellate jurisdiction
over the portion of the district court’s order relating to the

protective order. See Sherri A D v. Kirby, 975 F. 2d 193, 204-

05, fn.18 (5th Gir. 1992).

The protective order issued by the district court is
desi gned to shape the changi ng needs of the litigation and
subject to continued nodification by the district court. The
order that is on appeal did not alter the inconclusive nature of
the protective order. The order thus is not appeal able as a

final order pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. See Sherw nski V.

Pet erson, 98 F.3d 849, 851 (5th G r. 1996). The inconclusive
nature of the order also indicates that it is not appeal abl e

pursuant to the collateral order doctrine. See A-Mark Auction

Glleries, Inc. v. Anerican Numi smatic Ass’'n, 233 F.3d 895, 898-

99 (5th Cr. 2000). That portion of the appeal concerning issues
that Granger raises in connection wwth the protective order is
therefore DI SM SSED for |ack of appellate jurisdiction.

Granger argues that the district court erred when it denied
his notion for injunctive relief. He asserts that the appellees
are threatening to pursue crimnal charges against himin

M ssi ssippi state court in bad faith. A federal court should
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abstain frominterfering wiwth state crim nal proceedi ngs except

under extraordinary circunstances. Younger v. Harris, 401 U S

37, 53-54 (1971). Ganger has failed to show that an exception
to Younger is warranted because he has failed to show that the
appel | ees have undertaken a prosecution in bad faith. See Perez

v. Ledesma, 401 U. S. 82, 85 (1971); see also Kugler v. Helfant,

421 U. S. 117, 124-25 (1975). The district court’s ruling denying
Granger’s request for injunctive relief is therefore AFFI RVED

DI SM SSED | N PART; AFFI RVED | N PART.



