UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92-4290
Summary Cal endar

JUVEAU ONNETTE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
C. R GREEN, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(90- CVv-379)

) (February 26, 1993)
Before JOLLY, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Appel l ant, an inmate of the Texas prison system brought this

civil rights case alleging clains under the First and Eighth
Amendnent s. Followng a Spears hearing, the district court

dismssed all clains as frivol ous except Appellant's retaliation
cl ai magai nst one prison guard. That claimwas tried by a jury and
verdict returned for defendant. Appellant appeals the di sm ssal
and the jury verdict. W affirm

Appel lant clainms that the district court erred in dism ssing

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



as frivolous under 8§ 1915(d) his clainms for deprivation of food,
denial of access to the law Ilibrary and the shower, and
interference with his | egal and personal mail. W reviewfor abuse

of discretion. Geen v. MKaskle, 788 F.2d 1116, 1119 (5th Cr.

1986) . The record makes clear that the district court did not
abuse its discretion.

Accepting Appellant's all egations as correct, he was deprived
of six meals over a period of one year. This does not violate his
Ei ghth Anendnment right to be free from cruel and unusual
puni shnent .

He was, on one occasion, denied access to the library but
alleges no prejudice to his ability to proceed with his case
Because he has not alleged such prejudice, he has not shown that he

has been deni ed neani ngful access. See R chardson v. MDonnell

841 F.2d 120, 122 (5th Cr. 1988); Mann v. Smith, 796 F.2d 79, 83-

85 (5th Gir. 1986).

He further conplains that, as a result of negligent operation
of the mail room he was denied access to the courts on two
occasi ons when his | egal docunents and filing fees were not nmail ed.
Al | egati ons of negligence, however, do not provide a basis for a 8§

1983 action. See Herrera v. Mllsap, 862 F.2d 1157, 1160 (5th Gr

1989) . Addi tionally, Appellant indicated at the Spears hearing
that he intended to refile one of the actions involved which woul d
denonstrate that he suffered no prejudice.

Li kewi se, his allegations concerning the inproper opening of

his legal mail fail for lack of sufficient facts. Legal nmail can



only be opened in the presence of the inmate and checked for
contraband; it may not be read or copied. Tex. Dep't. Crim J.
Rule 3.9.1.6. For mail to qualify as such special mail, the sender
must be adequately identified on the envelope and the phrase
"special mail -- open only in the presence of the inmate" nust be
on the front of the envelope. There are no allegations that the
mai |l in question satisfied these regul ations.

The district court clearly did not abuse its broad discretion
in dismssing these clai ns.

We decline to address Appellant's conplaint concerning the
jury verdict on his retaliation claim because he has failed to
provide this Court with a transcript of the trial or with a

justification for failing to provide it. See United States v.

H noj osa, 958 F.2d 624, 632-33 (5th Gr. 1992).
AFF| RMED.



