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No. 02-30989

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 00-Cv-2717
USDC No. 01-CV-2190

Before JONES, STEWART, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Robert Jackson, 111, Louisiana prisoner # 73202/# 162596
appeal s the sunmary judgnent in favor of the defendants on his two
42 U.S.C. § 1983 actions, which were consolidated by the district
court. On appeal, he has noved to file supplenental briefs,
suppl enmental reply briefs, and supplenental citations. These
noti ons are DEN ED.

Jackson does not challenge on appeal the district court’s
dismssal of his clains against Caddo Parish on the basis of
invalid service or the ruling that his clains raised in the tria
court other than his allegation that he was denied access to the
courts were frivol ous. These chall enges are abandoned. See

Bri nkmann v. Dall as County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.3d 744, 748

(5th Gr. 1987). For the first tinme in his reply brief, Jackson
asserts that the district court should have considered his
objections to the magi strate judge’'s report and that the grievance

procedure of the Caddo Correctional Center (CCC) was unreasonabl e.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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This court will not consider these clains. See Taita Chem Co. V.

West | ake Styrene Corp., 246 F.3d 377, 384 n.9 (5th CGr. 2001).

Jackson has not established that the district court did not
liberally construe his clainms. The district court did not err in
not ruling on defendant Patsy Wl lians’s assertion of a qualified-
imunity defense because it concluded that Jackson had not
established a constitutional violation, a necessary prerequisite
for a 42 U S . C 8§ 1983 action. Jackson has not shown that the
district court abused its discretion in denying hi mdi scovery. See

Ri chardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d 414, 417 (5th Cr. 1990). Contrary

to Jackson’s assertions, the district court did consider his
affidavits as conpetent summary-judgnent evidence as to the
pertinent facts; his conclusional allegations onthe ultimte issue
of prejudice were insufficient to defeat the notion for sumary

judgnent. See Cark v. Anerica's Favorite Chicken Co., 110 F. 3d

295, 297 (5th Gr. 1997).

Jackson contends that the defendants interfered with his
ability to file general state-law clains. The Constitution does
not protect Jackson's ability to file actions not connected to his
crimnal cases, his attenpts at postconviction relief, or the

conditions of his confinenent. Lewis v. Casey, 518 U S. 343, 355

(1996).
Jackson contends that he was entitled to |ibrary access to
prepare for his crimnal case, in which he was proceedi ng pro se.

Because the state courts offered himappointed counsel, his right
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of access to the courts was sati sfied. See Degrate v. Godwi n, 84

F.3d 768, 768-69 (5th Cr. 1996).

Jackson alleges conclusionally on appeal that he suffered
prejudice through the dismssal of or the inability to file
|awsuits protected under Lews. He also maintains that he
established prejudice inthe district court through his allegations
of the inadequacies of the materials in the CCC s law library and
mai ntains that the district court erred in not requiring the
defendants to answer those allegations. Such concl usi onal
all egations of prejudice are insufficient to warrant relief under

42 U. S.C. § 1983. Colle v. Brazos County, Tex., 981 F.2d 237, 246

(5th Gr. 1993). Moreover, Jackson’s assertions by reference to
his district court pleadings are insufficient to preserve error on

appeal. Perillo v. Johnson, 79 F.3d 441, 443 n.1 (5th Cr. 1996).

Jackson contends that the district court erred in ruling that
he had not exhausted his adm nistrative renedies on his claimthat
he was unreasonably denied access to hardbound books he ordered
directly frompublishers. He has not established that the district

court erred in that ruling. See 42 U S.C. 8§ 1997e; Underwood V.

Wlson, 151 F.3d 292, 293 (5th Cr. 1998). The judgnent of the

district court is AFFl RVED



