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Mar k Ant hony Jones, Texas prisoner # 515060, proceeding pro se
and in forma pauperis, appeals the district court’s dismssal of
his 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 conplaint for failure to state a claim Jones
rai sed various clains for relief based on the defendants’ roles in
refusing to allow himto bring his personal property on a prison
transport bus. W review the district court’s dism ssal de novo.

See Vel asquez v. Wods, 329 F.3d 420, 421 (5th GCr. 2003).

Jones al | eged that the defendants’ action resulted in a deni al

of access to the courts; Jones has failed to adequately brief this

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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i ssue on appeal. Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner,

813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987); Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222,

225 (5th Cr. 1993). Jones al so argues that the defendants are not
entitled to qualified imunity. W do not consider this argunent;
the district court did not dism ss the conpl aint based on qualified
i nuni ty.

Jones asserts that the defendants’ actions constituted
retaliation. Because Jones cannot show that the all egedly adverse
act constituted nore than a de mnims injury, he has failed to

state a valid retaliation claim Morris v. Powell, 449 F. 3d 682,

685-86 (5th Gr. 2006), petition for cert. filed (Sep. 18, 2006)

(No. 06-6798).

Jones asserts that the defendants were deliberately
indifferent to his medical imtations, which restricted the anount
of weight that he could safely carry. Jones, however, concedes
that after he conplained to prison officials, the nunber of itens
he was required to carry was reduced due to his nedical
l[imtations. Jones has not stated a claim of deliberate

indifference. See Harris v. Hegmann, 198 F.3d 153, 156 (5th Cr

1999).

Jones asserts that the defendants violated prison policies
that allowed prisoners to carry one bag of personal property onto
the transport bus. A violation of prison regulations, wthout
nmore, does not give rise to a federal constitutional violation

Hernandez v. Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th G r. 1986). Jones
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al so asserts that he was the victim of “disparate treatnent.”
Jones has not shown that he was intentionally treated differently,
wWthout a rational basis for the distinction, from simlarly

situated inmates. Village of WIIlowbrook v. O ech, 528 U S. 562,

564 (2000).
Jones raised several state law clains, which the district

court declined to consider. Bass v. Parkwod Hosp., 180 F. 3d 234,

246 (5th Cr. 1999). The district court did not abuse its
discretion in dismssing the state law clains wthout prejudice.

Batiste v. Island Records, Inc., 179 F. 3d 217, 226 (5th Cr. 1999);

28 U.S. C. 8§ 1367(c)(3).
Jones’s appeal l|acks arguable nerit and is dismssed as

frivol ous. See 5TH QR R 42.2;: Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215

219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). The district court’s dismssal of the
§ 1983 suit and this dism ssal count as two strikes for purposes of

28 U.S.C. 8 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 388

(5th Gr. 1996). Jones is cautioned that if he accunul ates three
strikes under 8 1915(g), he will not be able to proceed in form
pauperis in any civil action or appeal filed while he is
incarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is under
i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 8§ 1915(g).

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



