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Bef ore JONES, DUHE and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

This case requires us to determ ne whether the district court
abused its discretion in granting a notion by counsel for a
corporate plaintiff to wthdraw, and whether the district court
erred in granting Defendants’ notion for sunmary judgnent after the
corporate plaintiff was unrepresented. Plaintiff is represented by
counsel in this appeal. W find no abuse of discretion in allow ng

counsel to withdraw and no error in proceeding with the pending

Pursuant to 5" CR R 47.5, the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5" QR R 47.5. 4.



notion. W affirm
. Modtion to Wthdraw

This case was set for trial and Defendants’ summary judgnent
nmoti on was cal endared when counsel for Plaintiff-Appellant Roshan
Associates, Inc., noved to withdraw on July 29, 2002. The notion
by Def endant s- Appel | ees Motiva Enterprises and Star Enterprises for
summary judgnent had been set for hearing on August 7. A July 30
deadline for opposition briefs passed w thout any subm ssion by
Plaintiff. On August 1 the district court held a status conference
with attorneys for Roshan and Def endants, as well as the president
of Roshan, M. Cheema, who is not an attorney. At that conference
the district court continued the sunmary judgnent hearing to August
21, and extended the deadline for Roshan’s opposition to August 15.

Though no opposition had been filed yet on behalf of Roshan,
the district court granted Roshan’s counsel’s notion to wi thdraw on
August 9. On August 15, the district court agai n extended Roshan’s
deadline for filing an opposition, and continued the hearing to
August 28.2 M. Cheema fil ed an opposition nenorandum purportedly
on behalf of Roshan. On August 28, the district court entered
summary judgnent for Defendants.

W review the grant of a notion to withdraw for abuse of

2 The court prefaced this order with the statenent, “Attorney,
Darryl A Derbigny, has informed the Court this date that he
intends to enroll as counsel for plaintiff and has requested an
extension of tinme on the deadline for submtting an opposition to
def endants’ notion for sunmary judgnent.”

Der bi gny never enrolled as counsel of record for Roshan.
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discretion. Wiiting v. lLacara, 187 F.3d 317, 320 (2d G r. 1999);

Washington v. Sherwin Real Estate, Inc., 694 F.2d 1081, 1087 (7th

Cir. 1982). An abuse of discretionis established if no reasonable

person could agree with the district court. WAshington, 694 F. 2d

at 1087; see also Friends for Am Free Enter. Assoc. v. Val-Mrt

Stores, Inc., 284 F.3d 575, 578 (5th Gr. 2002).

Roshan argues that the notion to wthdraw was deficient
because it failed to give a reason for wthdrawal or because
counsel |acked good cause to wthdraw Al t hough juri sprudence
requires that a court mnust assure itself that the withdrawal is

“for good cause,” Broughten v. Voss, 634 F.2d 880, 882-83 (5'" Cr.

1981), neither Local Rule 83.2.11° nor the jurisprudence requires
t hat counsel set forth the reason in the notion
The cause for counsel’s withdrawal is not apparent in the
record and is therefore not subject to review. The record does
reflect that the judge held a status conference for the express
pur pose of discussing the notion. W infer fromthis circunstance
that the district judge considered the reason for the notion.
Broughten also requires that a court assure itself that a
nmotion to w thdraw does not disrupt the prosecution of the | awsuit

before it. 634 F.2d at 882-83. The record reflects that the

3 There is no question but that counsel’s notion to wthdraw
satisfied Local Rule 83.2.11, by (1) providing the present address
and phone nunber of the client, (2) declaring that the client has
been notified of all deadlines and pendi ng court appearances, and
(3) certifying service upon the client and opposi ng counsel .
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district court considered this factor, too, from the court’s
adj ust nent and readj ust nent of the deadlines and hearing date. The
court’s repeated rescheduling reflects consideration both of
Plaintiff’s need for additional tinme as well as the desirability of
avoi di ng undue del ay such as by a continuance w thout date.

As for prejudice, we conclude that Roshan has denonstrated
none. Even while represented by counsel, Roshan allowed the
initial deadline for opposing the sunmary judgnent notion to
el apse. The court’s inpetus for nultiple cal endar adjustnents was
to all ow Roshan additional tinme.*

We afford the district court considerable deference in its
managenent of its busy docket. We conclude that no abuse of
di scretion occurred because reasonabl e persons could differ as to

the propriety of the district court’s action. WAshington, 694 F. 2d

at 1087; see also Friends, 284 F.3d at 578.

1. Proceeding wwth the Mdtion for Sunmary Judgnent
Roshan next contends that the district court erred in granting
a summary di sm ssal while Roshan was unrepresented. The propriety
of granting sunmary judgnent turns on notice to the nonnoving party
and an opportunity to respond under Federal Rule 56. Defendants

served counsel for the Plaintiff with the notion on July 22, 2002.

4 Roshan conplains that the district court sancti oned Roshan by
considering the notion unopposed despite the opposition filed by
M. Cheena. Roshan could have suffered no prejudice thereby
because t he court indeed consi dered the subm ssion by the corporate
plaintiff’s president as an am cus curiae brief.
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The court originally noticed the hearing for August 7, 2002,
providing anple notice under Rule 56(c) (requiring ten days’
notice).® Roshan’s counsel notified the client of all deadlines in
conjunction with his notionto withdraw. After granting the notion
to withdraw on August 9 and after nmultiple continuances, the court
eventually ruled on the summary judgnent notion on August 28.

We find no error in the court’s proceeding with resol ution of
the pending summary judgnment notion where the first deadline for
opposition passed while Roshan was still represented, the court
provided nmultiple extensions of tinme for Plaintiff to submt an
opposition, and the court ruled after full consideration of the
evi dence and the subm ssion by Roshan’s president.

[11. Merits of the Summary Judgnent

Because Roshan has not identified any di sputed material fact
or otherw se specified any error for our review concerning the
merits of the summary judgnent, Roshan has abandoned this i ssue on

appeal. GCnel v. Connick, 15 F.3d 1338, 1345 (5th Gr. 1994).

| V. Concl usion
W will not disturb the district court’s order allow ng
counsel to w thdraw. The summary judgnent was properly granted

after repeated notices to Roshan and nunerous extensions of tine

> Roshan also conplains that it never received notice that it
woul d be sanctioned by dismssal on the nerits for failure to
retain counsel. The record does not reflect such a sanction;
rather, the court dism ssed Roshan’s clains on the nerits based on
def endants’ summary judgnent notion.
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for an opportunity to be heard.

AFF| RMED.



