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

No. 97-41190
Summary Cal endar

ANTHONY ANTONI O VWH TEHURST,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
SHARON BRYANT, ET AL.,
Def endant s,
SHARON BRYANT, Parol e Supervi sor,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas

USDC No. 1:95-CV-788

Novenber 23, 1998

Bef ore KING BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ant hony Antoni o Wi tehurst, Texas state prisoner # 04938-
078, appeals fromthe district court’s grant of the defendant’s
motion to dismss his civil rights conplaint for failure to state
a claim Whitehurst contends that the district court erred in
di sm ssing his denial -of-access-to-courts claimon qualified

imunity grounds. He also argues, for the first tinme on appeal,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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that Bryant violated his equal -protection rights by refusing to
allow himto travel out of state to attend jury trials and
hearings in then-pending civil cases in Al abana.

Because the right of access to courts does not enconpass the
right of a parolee to travel out of state to attend a hearing or
trial in a civil case, the district court did not err in granting

Bryant’s notion to dismss. See Lews v. Casey, 518 U S. 343,

354-55 (1996); Brewer v. WIlkinson, 3 F.3d 816, 821 (5th G

1993). To state an equal protection claim Whitehurst nust

allege, inter alia, that simlarly situated individuals were

treated differently. Mihanmad v. Lynaugh, 966 F.2d 901, 903 (5th

Cr. 1992). Witehurst does not argue that he has been treated
differently fromother Texas parol ees. He therefore has not
denonstrated plain error wwth respect to his argunent of an
equal -protection violation.

Bryant’s notions to supplenent the record and to file a
reply brief in excess of fifteen pages are DEN ED

AFFI RVED.



