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Before JOLLY, JONES, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appellant, Any Dillard, filed a conplaint against her
former enployer, Al bertson’s, Inc., and its insurer, alleging
wrongful termnation, intentional infliction of enotional distress,
and defamation under Louisiana law.! The case was renoved to
federal court. After denying Dillard s procedural attenpts to add
nondi verse defendants and to remand to state court, the district
court granted summary judgnent in favor of Al bertson’s. Finding no
error in the disposition of Dllard s procedural notions, we

affirm

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except for the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5.4.

1 Dillard al so asserted due process and equal protection clains, which
she voluntarily dism ssed.



Dillard first asserts that the court erred in requiring
her to seek |leave to anend her conplaint to add def endant Robert
Pi erce, when, pursuant to Rule 15(a), no leave is required if the
anendnent precedes the defendant’s answer on the nerits. That
argunent would be persuasive except that 28 U S C. § 1447(e)
specifically confers on the district court the responsibility to
scrutinize attenpted joinder of non-diverse parties in cases
previously renoved to federal court. The nmagistrate judge
correctly required a notion, applied the correct |egal standards
and concluded that granting the notion would be inproper on the
facts before him The district court endorsed his reasoning
Appel l ant has shown no factual error or ground for abuse of
discretion in the denial of her proffered anendnent.

Li kew se, the trial courts’ refusal of Dllard s second
nmotion to anend and add Ms. Aut hur as a nondi verse defendant a year
after the litigation comenced was, not an abuse of discretion.

Finally, the district court did not abuse its discretion
in denying Dillard’'s Mtion for Extension of Tine to Oppose
Def endant’ s Motion for Summary Judgnment. Rule 56 does not require
t hat di scovery be closed before a notion for sunmary judgnent can
be heard. See Fed. R GCv. P. 56. Moreover, Dillard s bare
contention that she needed to take nore depositions, wthout
detai l i ng how such deposition testinony woul d rai se a genui ne i ssue
of material fact, was insufficient to satisfy Rule 56(f)’'s standard

for granting a continuance. See Fed.R Cv.P. 56(f); see also

Washington v. Allstate Ins. Co., 901 F.2d 1281, 1285 (5th Gr.




1990) (finding that a party seeking additional tinme for discovery
must specifically denonstrate how postponenent of a ruling on the
summary judgnment notion would enable him to rebut the novant’s
show ng of an absence of material fact).

Because Dillard s procedural notions were properly
denied, the district court did not err in considering and granting
summary judgnent for Albertson’s. Accordingly, the order granting

summary judgnent in favor of Albertson’s is AFFI RMVED



