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Plaintiff-Appellant George Carlisle, Texas prisoner #494912,
appeal s fromthe district court’s sunmary-judgnment di sm ssal of his
§ 1983 | awsuit agai nst Def endant s- Appel | ants Assi st ant Warden Mark
Jones and Oficer Troy Sel man. Carlisle alleged that the
defendants violated his constitutional rights by reassigning him
fromthe carpentry work unit to the hog barn work unit. Carlisle
argues on appeal that: (1) the district court abused its discretion

by denying his notions to file a second anended conpl aint, for an

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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



extension of tinme to file a supplenental conplaint, and for an
extension of time to conduct discovery; and (2) the district
court’s grant of sunmmary judgnent was incorrect.

Exam nation of the record shows that the denial of Carlisle’s

motion to anend his conplaint a second tine was harni ess. See

Bazrowx v. Scott, 136 F.3d 1053, 1054-55 (5th Gr. 1998). Carlisle
sought a second extension of tine to file a response to the
def endants’ summary-judgnent notion so that he could file a
suppl enental conpl ai nt. The district court was wthin its
discretion to deny Carlisle’s request to file a supplenental
conpl aint because the defendants’ summary-judgnent notion had
already been filed and Carlisle was trying to raise clains that

were “simlar in nature” to his original clains. See Burns V.

Exxon Corp., 158 F.3d 336, 343 (5th Gr. 1998). As Carlisle’s

nmotion for an extension of time to conduct discovery did not neet
the requirenments of FED. R CQv. P. 56(f), the district court did

not abuse its discretion in denying that notion. See Beattie v.

Madi son County Sch. Dist., 254 F.3d 595, 605-06 (5th Gr. 2001).

W review a grant of summary judgnent de novo, using the

standard applicable in the district court. See Melton v. Teachers

Ins. & Annuity Ass’n of Anerica, 114 F. 3d 557, 559 (5th Cr. 1997).

By failing to challenge the district court’s holding that he did
not have a constitutional right to a particular job assignnent,

Carli sl e abandoned that i ssue. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222,

224-25 (5th Cr. 1993). Even if he had not, however, he could not
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have prevailed, as that claimis foreclosed by precedent. See

Bulger v. United States Bureau of Prisons, 65 F.3d 48, 49 (5th Gr

1995); Jackson v. Cain, 864 F.2d 1235, 1248 n.3 (5th G r. 1989).

Carlisle also failed to set forth a valid equal -protection claim
regarding the delegation of job assignnents to African-Anerican

inmates in his prison. See Johnson v. Rodriguez, 110 F.3d 299,

306-07 (5th Cr. 1997).
As Carlisle failed to state a valid 42 U . S.C. § 1983 claim
the district court properly granted sunmmary judgnent for the

def endant s. See Wng v. Stripling, 881 F.2d 200, 202 (5th Cr.

1989). Accordingly, the district court’s judgnment is
AFFI RVED.



