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Renee’ L. Martin appeals pro se the district court’s decision to dissolve a
preliminary injunction preventing the foreclosure of her residential property. We
have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1292(a)(1). We review for an abuse of
discretion. Tracer Research Corp. v. Nat’l Envtl. Servs. Co., 42 F.3d 1292, 1294
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(9th Cir. 1994). We affirm.
The district court did not abuse its discretion in dissolving the preliminary
injunction because all claims challenging defendants’ interest in the subject
property were dismissed. See id. (An order dissolving a preliminary injunction
will be reversed “only where the district court abused its discretion or based its
decision on an erroneous legal standard or on clearly erroneous findings of fact.”
(citation and internal quotation marks omitted)).
The district court did not err in executing the bond, following the dissolution
of the preliminary injunction, because Martin did not rebut the presumption that
defendants were entitled to have the bond executed in their favor. See Nintendo of
Am., Inc. v. Lewis Galoob Toys, Inc., 16 F.3d 1032, 1036 (9th Cir. 1994) (setting
forth standard of review and explaining that “there is a rebuttable presumption that
a wrongfully enjoined party is entitled to have the bond executed and recover
provable damages up to the amount of the bond.” (citation and internal quotation
marks omitted)).
We lack jurisdiction to consider Martin’s challenge to the district court’s
dismissal of her quiet title claim. See Chapman v. Deutsche Bank Nat. Trust Co.,
651 F.3d 1039, 1043 (9th Cir. 2011).
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Martin’s request to reinstate the preliminary injunction and return the bond
proceeds, set forth in her opening brief, is denied.
AFFIRMED.
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