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PER CURI AM *

Donni e Sl oan, Texas prisoner # 495302, appeals the district
court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C § 1983 conpl aint pursuant to
28 U S.C. 8 1915A for failure to state a clai mupon which relief
can be granted. He asserts that the district court abused its
di scretion in denying himleave to anend his conpl aint before
dismssing it. Because the district court propounded

interrogatories to which Sloan responded, the court did not abuse

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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its discretion. See Eason v. Thaler, 14 F.3d 8, 9 (5th G

1994).

Sl oan contends that the defendants violated his
constitutional rights by renoving his racial classification
restrictions, which would allow himto be placed in a cell with a
bl ack i nmate. Racial segregation in prisons is unconstitutional,
except to the extent it is necessary for prison security and

discipline. Lee v. Washington, 390 U S. 333, 333-34 (1968).

Sloan’s reliance on Lanmar v. Coffield, 951 F. Supp. 629 (S. D

Tex. 1996), and prison regulations is m splaced because
vi ol ations of either consent decrees or prison regulations al one

do not give rise to constitutional violations. &Glloway v. State

of lLouisiana, 817 F.2d 1154, 1157 (5th G r. 1987); Hernandez V.
Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th Gr. 1986). Sl oan has not
established that the defendants were deliberately indifferent in

renmoving his racial restrictions. See Farner v. Brennan, 511

U S 825, 834 (1994). Although Sloan alleges that the defendants
renoved his restrictions in retaliation for his wit-witing
activities, he has not alleged a chronol ogy of events from which

such retaliatory notive may be inferred. See Wods v. Smth, 60

F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th G r. 1995).

Sl oan has not briefed on appeal his assertions that state
of ficials and nedical enployees tanpered with his prison records
and that the district court should have recused itself or

investigated the nerits of his clainms. These clains are
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t her ef or e abandoned. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy

Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987).

Sl oan has not established that the district court erred in
dism ssing his 42 U S.C. §8 1983 conplaint for failure to state a

cl ai mupon which relief can be granted. See Harris v. Hegnan,

198 F. 3d 153, 156 (5th G r. 1999). Consequently, the judgnment of

the district court is AFFl RVED



