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PER CURI AM *

Charlie L. Taylor, M ssissippi prisoner # R6798, appeals
the district court’s denial of his notions for a prelimnary
i njunction preventing the appellees fromassigning himto work in
the fields and housing himin the field unit and ordering the
appel l ees to house himin the general popul ation as a speci al
needs offender. Taylor argues that: (1) prison officials abused
their discretion in assigning himto jobs and housing

arbitrarily; (2) prison officials retaliated agai nst him by

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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pl acing himin segregation; and (3) prison officials retaliated
agai nst himfor exercising his First Amendnent rights. Taylor

al so states that he has net the standard for obtaining a
prelimnary injunction. Because Tayl or has not shown that he has
a substantial |ikelihood of success on the nerits of the above
clainms, Taylor has not shown that the district court abused its
discretion in denying his notion for a prelimnary injunction or
t hat exceptional circunstances exi st which warrant the reversal

of the denial of his notion. See Black Fire Fighters Ass’'n v.

Cty of Dallas, 905 F.2d 63, 65 (5th Cr. 1990); Wite v.

Carlucci, 862 F.2d 1209, 1211 (5th GCr. 1989).

For the first tinme on appeal in his reply brief, Taylor
argues that he is entitled to a prelimnary injunction based on
the appell ees’ deliberate indifference to his serious nedical
needs: (1) he will suffer irreparable harmin that he could
suffer a stroke or a heart attack and die if he is required to
work in the fields; (2) the balance of hardships is in his favor
as he may suffer a stroke or a heart attack, and the appell ees
W ll not suffer any harmif a prelimnary injunction is granted;
(3) heis likely to succeed on the nerits because the appellees
are acting with deliberate indifference to his serious nedical
needs; and (4) the grant of relief will serve the public interest
because it is in the public interest for prison officials to obey
the law. Taylor cannot raise an issue for the first tinme in his

reply brief. See Stephens v. C 1.T. Goup/Equip. Fin., Inc., 955
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F.2d 1023, 1026 (5th Cr. 1992). Further, this court wll not
consider clains raised for the first tinme on appeal. See

Leverette v. lLouisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr.

1999). W therefore decline to consider Taylor’s argunents
all eging deliberate indifference to serious nedical needs.

AFFI RVED.



