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Before KING SM TH, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Matt Jiles appeals the adverse sunmary judgnment di sposing of
his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 civil rights conplaint brought against the
Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice (TDCJ-1D) and several

corrections officers enployed by TDCJ-ID. Jiles also appeal s the

Local Rule 47.5 provides:
"The publication of opinions that have no precedential value and
nmerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-settled
principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and
burdens on the | egal profession.”
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



order of the district court denying his notion for an entry of
default judgnent against two of the corrections officers. e

AFFIRM for the foll ow ng reasons:

1. The district court did not abuse its discretion in
refusing to enter a default judgnent when two of the defendants
failed to neet procedural tine requirenents inthat Jiles failed to

make any show ng of prejudice. Mson & Hanger-Silas Mason Co. V.

Metal Trades Council of Amarillo, Tex. And Vicinity, AFL-CI O 726

F.2d 166, 168 (5th Cr. 1984). Moreover, no abuse of discretionin
denying the requested default judgnment occurred since the
defendants filed their answer one day after Jiles noved for default
judgnent and the district court wultimately granted a sunmary

judgnent. Mason v. Lister, 562 F.2d 343, 345 (5th Cr. 1977).

2. Jil es’ due process claim based on his contention that he
had a liberty interest stemming from an applicable prison
regul ation that would allow the scanning of his |legal materials
only on the basis of reasonable suspicion that they contained
contraband, is wthout nerit. It is undisputed that i nproper
materials were noticed in Jiles’ legal materials; accordingly,
there was a reasonable suspicion to request and conduct the
subsequent scanni ng search for contraband. WMreover, because the
scanning of the materials contained in the appellant’s prison cel
does not inpose an atypical and significant hardship on an innate

in relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life, the prison



regul ation did not create a liberty interest protected by the due

process clause. Sandin v. Conner, W. 360217, at *6 (U.S. June 19,

1995) .

3. Wth respect to the appellant’s remaining civil rights
clainms, we have conducted a de novo review of the pleadings and
summary judgnent evidence. W find no error in the findings and
conclusions of the district court. Jiles has failed to allege a
constitutional violation and the state officers are thus entitled
toqualified immunity, and TDCJ-1D, a state agency, is entitled to
immunity under the Eleventh Anendnent to the United States
Constitution. On the basis of the authorities cited, and reasons
contained in the careful and conprehensive Menorandum and O der
filed on Decenber 15, 1994 by the district court, we reject the

appel lant’s argunents as to these clains.

4. Having failed to allege a constitutional claimand not
being entitled to equitable relief, no reversible error occasi oned
the failure of the district court to allow Jiles permssion to
anend his conplaint to add as a party defendant the director of the
TDCJ-IDin his official capacity. An anendnent as requested would
have been futile and thus no abuse of discretion is shown. See

Davis v. Louisiana State Univ., 876 F.2d 412, 413-14 (5th Gr.

1989) .

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the district court is



AFF| RMED.



