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

No. 95-50749
No. 95-50798
Summary Cal endar

DAVI D GLENN BRAY
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
DENNI S WALKER, Sheriff;
EARLENE MOORE, Lt.; MARY
G LLESPI E,
Def endant s- Appel | ees,
and
DAVI D GLENN BRAY
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

DENNI S WALKER, Sheriff;
EARLENE MOCRE, Lt.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC Nos. W 94-CV-347 and W 94- CV- 263

April 12, 1996
Bef ore GARWOOD, W ENER and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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David d enn Bray appeals fromthe district court's grant of
summary judgnents for the defendants in two civil rights suits.
Bray argues that the district court erred by granting summary
judgnent on his clains that he was deni ed adequat e nedi cal
treatnent and denied access to a law library, that the district
court erred by granting summary judgnent wi thout allowing himto
conpl ete discovery, and that the district court abused its
discretion by failing to conduct an evidentiary hearing and to

appoi nt counsel for Bray sua sponte. W have reviewed the record

and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmthe court's
grant of summary judgnent on Bray's claimthat he was denied
adequate nedical care for essentially the reasons stated by the
district court.

The district court did not err by granting sumrary judgnent
before allowi ng Bray to conduct discovery because Bray never
requested additional tinme for discovery nor has he nmade any
speci fic argunent on appeal to show that additional discovery
woul d have allowed himto rebut the defendants' summary-judgnent

evi dence. See International Shortstop, Inc. v. Rally's, Inc.,

939 F.2d 1257, 1266-67 (5th CGr. 1991), cert. denied, 502 U S

1059 (1992). Neither did the district court abuse its discretion
by failing to appoint counsel and conduct an evidentiary hearing
sua sponte. Bray's claimthat his parole was revoked because he
was denied access to a law library is not cogni zabl e under 42

U S C 8§ 1983. See Heck v. Hunphrey, 114 S. C. 2364, 2372

(1994). Finally, Bray's clains that he was forced to sleep on

the fl oor because the jail was overcrowded; that he was harassed
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and threatened; and that he was served hal f-cooked, cold food are
deened abandoned on appeal because they were not briefed. See

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993).

AFFI RVED.



