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Gordon Ray Si mmonds, Texas prisoner # 932489, appeals the
district court’s denial of his request for a prelimnary
injunction and the dismssal of his 42 U S. C 8§ 1983 action for
failure to state a clai mupon which relief may be granted
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii). He argues that the
district court erred in dismssing his conplaint, in which he
sought a prelimnary injunction, instead of ruling initially on

the prelimnary injunction. The district court determ ned that

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Si mmonds had not shown the |ikelihood of success on the nerits on

any of his clains. See Lakedreans v. Taylor, 932 F.2d 1103, 1107

(5th Gr. 1991). Once the district court determ ned that
Simonds’s allegations failed to state a claim the district
court was required by 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915 and 1915A to dism ss the
civil action.

Si monds argues that the regulation violates his due process
ri ghts because he does not have sufficient storage space for al
of his property and his property which is not properly stored
W Il be subject to confiscation. Sinmmonds has not shown that he
has a right protected by the Due Process C ause to possess a
certain anount of property or to store his personal property in a
particul ar manner.

Si monds argues that the regulation violates his right of
access to the courts because it limts the anmount of |egal
materials he can possess in his cell and restricts his ability to
act as a wit witer for other inmates. Simmonds has no
constitutional right to provide | egal assistance to other

i nmates. See Shaw v. Mirphy, 532 U S 223, 228 (2001). Simonds

has not alleged or shown that his position as a litigant in a
specific case was prejudiced in any way by the enforcenent of the

new regulation. See Lewis v. Casey, 518 U S. 343, 351-54 (1996).

Si monds argues that the new regulation violates his right
to free exercise of religion in that it restricts the anmount of

religious materials that he may possess and store in his cell.
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Si monds acknowl edged in his conplaint that the new regul ation
was adopted to prevent fire and ot her safety hazards. The
district court did not err in determning that the regul ati on was
reasonably related to a legitimate penol ogi cal goal of preventing

fire and other safety hazards. See Hi cks v. Garner, 69 F.3d 22,

25 (5th Gr. 1995).

Si monds argues that the regul ation violates his equal
protection rights because female prisoners are allowed extra
st orage space for personal hygiene itens. Because Si nmmonds has
not shown that male and fermal e prisoners in the Texas prisons are
simlarly situated, the district court did not err in dismssing

his equal protection claim See AQiver v. Scott, 276 F.3d 736,

746-47 (5th Gr. 2002).
Si monds argues that prison officials violated the
regul ation itself because his storage unit is smaller than
all owed by the regulation. A violation of a prison regul ation
w t hout nore does not state a constitutional violation. See

Her nandez v. Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th G r. 1986).

Accordingly, this Court AFFIRMS the district court’s
j udgnent and DENI ES Si nmmonds’s notion to strike the Attorney

General of Texas's brief.



