IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 98-31218
Conf er ence Cal endar

CURTI S E. DI LLON,
al so known as Bradford K Dillon,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
Bl LL BELT ET AL.,

Def endant s,
M CHAEL LAGRANGE

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 96- CV-945

August 26, 1999

Before KING Chief Judge, and JOLLY and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Curtis Dillon (Louisiana prisoner #282159) appeals after the
dismssal of his civil rights suit brought under 42 U. S. C
8§ 1983. He argues that the district court abused its discretion
inrefusing to allow himto anmend his conplaint after he
dism ssed his attorney. After review ng the record and the

briefs of the parties, we hold that the district court did not

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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abuse its discretion in denying Dillon | eave to anend his

conplaint at that |ate stage of the proceedings. See Shivangi v.

Dean Wtter Reynolds, Inc., 825 F.2d 885, 891 (5th Cr. 1987)

(“While leave to anend nust be freely given, that generous
standard is tenpered by the necessary power of a district court
to manage a case.”).

Not only was Dillon’s request to anmend untinely, the record
reflects that it was futile as well. Dillon states that he
wanted to anmend his conplaint back to its original form
specifically that he wanted to add a claimof false inprisonnent
based on his “illegal” transfer fromthe East Baton Rouge Parish
Jail to the Avoyelles Parish Jail. In his original conplaint, he
alleged that Bill Belt and Edward Knoll had ordered the ill egal
transfer. Dillon, however, was precluded at that point from
asserting clains against Belt and Knoll, as well as A J.

Thi bodeaux, Kelly Ray Jones, and Doris Lenpi ne, because his
cl ai ns agai nst those defendants had previously been di sm ssed

wth prejudice. See Witaker v. Gty of Houston, Tex., 963 F.2d

831, 835 (5th Cr. 1992)(stating that dismssal wth prejudice
clearly indicates that no anendnent is possible). The only
remai ni ng defendant at that point was M chael LaG ange, but
Dillon has not alleged that LaG ange was associated in any way
with his transfer between jails. Because the district court
properly exercised its discretion in denying Dillon | eave to

anend his conplaint, its judgnent is AFFI RVED



