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

No. 92-4763
Conf er ence Cal endar

EDUARDO M BENAVI DES and
KI MBERLEY A. BROW\,

Plaintiffs,
EDUARDO M BENAVI DES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JAMES A. LYNAUGH, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:91cv180
(January 22, 1993)
Before GARWODOD, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Eduardo M Benavides filed a notion for protective order and
a notion for prelimnary injunction seeking to enjoin officials
at the Eastham Unit of the Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice,
Institutional Division (TDCJ-I1D) fromconfiscating his |egal

materials. Specifically, Benavides sought to enjoin the

officials fromenforcing TDCJ-1D Adm nistrative Directive .03.72

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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which limts the volune of legal materials a prisoner can
possess. Additionally, Benavides sought to enjoin the officials
fromdestroying the video tapes taken when his |legal nmaterials
were inventoried. It is Benavides's position that Adm nistrative
Directive .03.72 is unconstitutional as it interferes with his
right of access to the courts.

In Long v. Collins, 917 F.2d 3, 4-5 (5th Cr. 1990), this

Court noted that it did not appear that Adm nistrative Directive
.03.72 abridged an inmate's constitutional rights in any way as
it was "a facially neutral prison storage space limtation." The
Court then held that a claimfor injunctive relief fromthis

al l eged constitutional violation could not be nmaintained as a
separate suit, but "nust be nade solely through the Ruiz class
representative." 1d. at 5 (citation omtted). The situation in
Long is identical to the case sub judice. As such, the district
court was correct in denying all injunctive relief related to
litigating this claim

AFFI RVED.



