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Kevin Snodgrass, Jr., a Virginia inmate proceeding pro K , filed this civil rights action

ursuant to 42 U.S.C. j 1983, alleging that the defendant prison officials placed him inP

administrative segregation without due process and retaliated against llim for filing grievances.

The court granted his motion to nmend the complaint, butthen sllmmarily dismissed the

complaint, as nmended, without prejudice ptlrsuant to 28 U.S.C. j 1915A(b)(1), for failure to

state a constitutional claim actionable under j 1983. More than two weeks later, Snodgrass

submitted a motion for reconsideration, asking the court to reinstate the action and allow llim to

supplement it with additional claims. Finding no good cause, the motion must be denied.

Because the motion for reconsideration was filed within 28 days from entry of the

dismissal order, the court must consider it as arising tmder Rule 59(e) of the Federal Rules of

Civil Procedme. Glllkleconsideration of a judgment after its entry is an extraordinary remedy

which should be used sparingly.'' Pac. Ins. Co. v. Am. Nat'l Fire lns. Co., 148 F.3d 396, 403

(4th Cir. 1998) (intemal quotation marks and citation omitted). Accordingly, Gçthere are three

grounds for amending an earlier judgment (tmder Rule 59(e)1: (1) to Accommodate an

intervening change in conkolling law; (2) to account for new evidence not available at trial; or

(3) to correct a clear error of 1aw or prevent manifest injustice.'' Id.
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Snodgrass fails to demonstrate any ground on which he is entitled to relief from the

dismissal order tmder Rule 59(e). He fails to show any grotmd on which the complaint as

nmended was erroneously dismissed for failme to state a j 1983 daim, any intervening change in

the law, or any new evidence not available before the dismissal in support of the dismissed

claims. Furthermore, the court finds no justitkation to allow Snodgrmss now to file additional

claims in a closed action that failed to state any j 1983 claim. His proposed supplement does not

state facts correcting the desciencies for which the nmended complaint was dismissed. Finally,

the bulk of the supplemental complaint contends that the defendants conspired to interfere with

Snodgrass's attempts to exhaust admiistrative remedies. Because inmates have no

constimtional right to a prison grievance procedure or to pm icipate in an existing procedme,

interference with or denial of access to such a procedttre does not implicate any constitutionally

protected right as required to be actionable tmder j 1983.Adams v. Rice, 40 F.3d 72, 75 (4th

Cir. 1994).

For the stated reasons, the court will deny both the motion for reconsideration and the

request to supplement the complaint. An appropriate order will issue this day.

The Clerk is directed to send copies of this memorandllm opinion and accompanying

order to plaintiff.
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Chief United States District Judge


