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

No. 01-30103
Summary Cal endar

JERRY L. ROBI NETT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

DELGADO COMVUNI TY COLLEGE; LOU SI ANA COMMUNI TY AND TECHNI CAL
COLLEGE SYSTEM UNI VERSI TY OF LOUI SI ANA SYSTEM

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99- CV-2545-T
© August 31, 2001
Before JOLLY, BENAVI DES and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jerry L. Robinett appeals fromthe district court’s grant of
summary judgnent for the defendants. He argues that: (1) Del gado
Community College’s policy for the 1994-1995 school year
regardi ng satisfactory academ c progress violated federal |aw
(2) he had a property right in the receipt of federal Pell G ant
benefits; (3) he was not given adequate process when such

benefits were denied to him (4) the district court erred by

assum ng that unnaned state enpl oyees, whom Robi nett sought to

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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add to his conplaint, were being sued only in their official
capacities; (5) the district court erred by holding that he
failed to cite sufficient evidence for his conspiracy claim

(6) his conspiracy claimwas not prescribed; and (7) the district
court erred by holding that his notion to supplenent was dil atory
or futile. Although Robinett indicated on his notice of appeal

t hat he sought to appeal the denial of his FED. R QGv. P. 59(e)
nmoti on, he has abandoned such issue by failing to challenge the

deni al on appeal. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 223-24

(5th Gr. 1993). Simlarly, because he has failed to chall enge
the district court’s holdings that the naned defendants are
imune fromthe instant lawsuit and that his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983
clains based on incidents fromthe 1994-1995 school year were
prescri bed, he has abandoned such issues on appeal. See id.

This court reviews a grant of sunmary judgnment de novo. See

Geen v. Touro Infirmary, 992 F.2d 537, 538 (5th Cr. 1993).

Summary judgnent is appropriate when, considering all of the
adm ssi bl e evidence and draw ng all reasonable inferences in the
i ght nost favorable to the nonnoving party, there is no genui ne
i ssue of material fact and the noving party is entitled to
judgnent as a matter of law. See FED. R Cv. P. 56(c); Little v.

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

As Robinett has failed to establish that he a
constitutionally-protected right in the receipt of federal Pel
Grant benefits, he has failed to establish a due process claim

See Bryan v. Cty of Madison, Mss., 213 F. 3d 267, 274-75 (5th

Cr. 2000), cert. denied, 121 S. C. 1081 (2001). Furthernore,
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he failed to provide sufficient evidentiary support to show the
exi stence of a conspiracy or that such conspiracy affected his
constitutional rights.

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



