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

No. 99-30389
Summary Cal endar

ANTHONY A. EDWARDS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
R L. PROSPER, Corrections Oficer (FDC Qakdale);
SENEGAL, Unit Disciplinary Team ( FDC Qakdal e);
KOSCO, Menber Unit Disciplinary Team ( FDC Qakdal e);
HAM District Hearing Oficer (FDC Cakdal e);
R D. MLES, Warden FDC Cakdal e; JANET RENO

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 98- CV-928

~ January 17, 2000
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Ant hony A. Edwards (#26325) appeals the district court’s
di sm ssal of his conplaint filed pursuant to Bivens v. SiXx
Unknown Nanmed Agents, 403 U. S. 388, 389 (1971). Edwards’ notion
for leave to file a supplenental brief is GRANTED.

Edwar ds has not shown that the district court abused its

di scretion by denying his notion for recusal. See Liteky v.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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United States, 510 U S. 540, 555 (1994)(judicial rulings alone do
not constitute a valid basis for a bias or partiality notion).

Edwar ds has not challenged sufficiently the district court’s
reasons for dism ssing his due process clains. See Brinkmann v.
Dal | as County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr.
1987) (when appellant fails to identify error in district court's
analysis, it is the sane as if appellant had not appeal ed
judgnent). Edwards al so has abandoned his conspiracy, alienage
di scrimnation, involuntary servitude, and supervisory liability
clains by failing to assert themproperly and by failing to
chal l enge the district court’s reasons for dism ssing them

Edwar ds has not shown the type of injury required to allege
a denial of access claim See Lews v. Casey, 116 S. . 2174,
2179-80 (1996). Edwards has not nmade the required show ng to
sustain a retaliation claimthat “but for the retaliatory notive
the conplained of incident . . . would not have occurred.” Wods
v. Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th Cr. 1995).

Edwar ds has not shown that the district court erred in
dism ssing his conplaint. Accordingly, we affirmthe district
court’s judgnent on alternate grounds.

MOTI ON TO FI LE SUPPLEMENTAL BRI EF GRANTED; DI SM SSAL
AFFI RVED.



