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PER CURI AM *

Roy Lee Pi ppin, Texas prisoner nunber 999170, filed the
instant 42 U.S.C. § 1983 suit to challenge a prison mail policy
that he alleged denied himhis right of access to courts. The
district court dismssed Pippin's suit after determning that it
was frivolous and failed to state a clai mupon which relief could
be granted pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1915A(b)(1). Pippin now

appeal s that dismssal. Pippin also noves this court for

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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injunctive relief. Pippin's notion to anend appeal and for an

injunction is DENIED. See Lindsay v. Gty of San Antonio,

821 F.2d 1103, 1107 (5th Cr. 1987).
To rai se a cogni zable clai munder 42 U S.C. § 1983, one nust
show that his constitutional rights were violated by a state

actor. Wods v. Edwards, 51 F.3d 577, 583 (5th Gr. 1995).

Pi ppi n has not shown that the district court erred in rejecting
his claimof denial of access to courts, as he has not
established that he suffered an actual, concrete injury as a

result of the disputed policy. See Walker v. Navarro County

Jail, 4 F.3d 410, 413 (5th Gr. 1993). To the extent that Pippin
is attenpting to raise a claimof retaliation, we decline to
consider this claimbecause it was not presented to the district

court. See Leverette v. Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342

(5th Gir. 1999).

Pi ppi n has shown no error in the judgnment of the district
court. Consequently, that judgnent is AFFI RVED

ALL QOUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED; JUDGVENT OF DI STRI CT COURT
AFFI RVED.



