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

No. 02-30591
Conf er ence Cal endar

ERI C ROBERSCN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

JAMES M LEBLANC, JAMES FELKER, STEVE RADER, Deputy Warden
JAMES STEVENS; RONNI E W LLI AM5; DENNI S GRI MES,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 01-CV-695

Before JOLLY, JONES, and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Eri ¢ Roberson, Louisiana state prisoner # 101083, has
appeal ed the district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S. C. § 1983
civil rights action. W DI SMSS the appeal as frivol ous

Roberson contends that the defendant prison officials have
vi ol ated his Ei ghth Amendnent rights by subjecting himto
disciplinary actions and retaliation relative to his hobbycraft

material and privileges. He is not entitled to relief on this

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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cl ai m because he has failed to show or allege the deprivation of

constitutional rights. See Harper v. Showers, 174 F.3d 716, 720

(5th Gr. 1999). Nor is Roberson entitled to relief relative to

his conclusional allegations of retaliation. See Wods v. Smth,

60 F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th Cr. 1995).

Roberson asserts that the prison adm nistration’s deni al
of hobbycraft privileges to himhas violated his Fourteenth
Amendnent right to equal protection of the law. This claimlacks
merit because Roberson has not identified hinself wth a
particul ar group as to which the appellees have acted with a

di scrimnatory purpose. See Wods v. Edwards, 51 F.3d 577, 580

(5th Gr. 1995).
Roberson’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is therefore

frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr

1983). Accordingly, Roberson’s appeal is DI SM SSED. See 5TH QR
R 42.2. The district court’s dismssal of his conplaint as
frivolous and the dism ssal of this appeal as frivolous both

count as “strikes” pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba

v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 388 (5th Cr. 1996). |f Roberson

accunul ates three strikes, he may not proceed in fornma pauperis
in any civil action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or
detained in any facility unless he is in inmmnent danger of
serious physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(g).

Roberson i s hereby cautioned that the prosecution of

additional frivolous appeals will invite the inposition of
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sanctions. Therefore Roberson should review any pendi ng appeal s
to determ ne whether they raise frivol ous issues.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; THREE- STRI KES WARNI NG | SSUED.



