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

No. 95-10874
Summary Cal endar

MANLEY RI CHARD M LLI GAN
Pl ai ntiff-Counter Defendant-Appell ant,

ver sus
ERATH COUNTY, TX; DAVI D BOUCHER, DR

Def endant s- Appel | ees,
DAVI D COFFEE; JACK TATE; JOYCE HOLLOWAY;
MARGO BRI SENDI NE; M KE SHELBY; HOWARD BRI TTON
WAYNE BYERS; DONNA SCOTT; JUDY TATE; ALICE KOLB
LEW S QUASSA; JCE PHI LLIPS; DAVI D BASS;

Def endant s- Count er C ai mant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:94-CV-804-A
July 24, 1996
Bef ore GARWOOD, JONES and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Manley R MI1ligan appeals the grant of sunmmary judgnment for

the defendants in his civil rights action. He also appeals the

denial of his notion for appointnent of counsel. MIIligan

contends that the district court erred by granting sunmary

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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judgnent for the defendants, erred by denying his notion for a
conti nuance to respond to the defendants’ sumrary-judgnent
nmotions, and that the district court erred by denying his notion
for appoi ntnent of counsel.

MIligan has failed to brief whether the district court
erred by granting summary judgnent for the defendants, other than
Dr. David Boucher, on the basis of qualified i munity and whet her
the district court erred by granting summary judgnent on all of
his state-law clains and his federal-law clains other than his
conspiracy contention. Because he has failed to brief those
i ssues, he has abandoned them Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523,
524-25 (5th Gr. 1995). Because MIIligan has abandoned his
contention that the district court erred by granting summary
judgnent for the defendants other than Boucher on the basis of
qualified imunity, and the district court’s judgnent may be
affirmed on those grounds, we do not consider whether the
district court erred by finding MIligan’s clains agai nst those
def endant s prescri bed.

Regarding MIligan’s conspiracy clains agai nst Dr. Boucher
we have reviewed the record and the briefs of the parties and we
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmthe grant of
summary judgnent for essentially the reasons relied on by the
district court. See MIligan v. Erath County, Tex., No. 4:94-CV-
804-A (N.D. Tex. Cct. 2, 1995).

Finally, we find no abuse of discretion in the district
court’s denials of MIligan’s notions for a continuance to

respond to the defendants’ summary-judgnent notions and for
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appoi ntment of counsel. See Jackson v. Dallas Police Dep’'t, 811
F.2d 260, 261 (5th Gr. 1986); Fontenot v. Upjohn Co., 780 F.2d
1190, 1193 (5th Gr. 1986).

AFFI RVED.



