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Robert E. Smth, TDCJ # 441214, appeal s the summary-judgnent
dism ssal of his 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 suit wherein he alleged that he
could not effectively litigate a habeas corpus action because of

an i nadequate law library. Cting Qiver v. Scott, 276 F.3d 736

(5th Gr. 2002), the district court dismssed the suit as npbot
because Smth requested only injunctive relief and he had been

transferred to another prison unit.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 reviews a sunmary judgnent de novo. Huckabay v.

Moore, 142 F.3d 233, 238 (5th Cr. 1998). Sunmary judgnment is
proper if the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories,
and adm ssions on file, together with any affidavits filed in
support of the notion, show that there is no genuine issue as to
any material fact and that the noving party is entitled to
judgnent as a matter of law Feb. R CQv. P. 56(c); Little v.

Liguid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Cr. 1994)(en banc).

The district court did not err in determning that Smth
requested only injunctive relief in his pleadings. Nor did the
court err by failing to construe Smth's response to the summary-

judgnent notion as a notion to anend the pl eadi ngs and then grant

the notion. See Parish v. Frazier, 195 F. 3d 761, 764 (5th Cr.
1999). Smth' s expectation that he will be released and again
violate his supervised release is insufficient to show that he is

likely to suffer the same injury again. See diver, 276 F.3d at

741; Honig v. Doe, 484 U S. 305, 320 (1988). Because we concl ude

that the district court did not err by dismssing the suit as
moot, we do not consider Smth's argunents concerning the nerits
of his access-to-courts claimor his assertion that the

def endants created a factual issue regarding whether qualified

i muni ty appl i ed.

AFFI RVED.



