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Before DAVIS, JONES and DUHE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Matt hew Thomas C arke <challenges the district court's
di sm ssal of his 8§ 1983 conplaint as frivolous under 28 U S.C 8§
1915(d). W affirm

Clarke filed a pro se, in forma pauperis conplaint alleging
that several Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice - Institutional

Division ("TDCJ-1D") correspondence rules violated his procedural

. 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that this opinion should not be published.



due process rights. Specifically, Carke alleged: (1) that prison
officials conducted a "secret review' of publications not on the
approved publication list; (2) that packages were returned
arbitrarily to their senders; and (3) that the rules arbitrarily
speci fy which suppliers are authorized publication suppliers. The
district court dismssed Clarke's conplaint as frivol ous under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(d).

An in forma pauperis conpl aint can be dism ssed sua sponte if
it is frivolous. See Cay v. Estelle, 789 F.2d 318, 323 (5th Cr
1986), nodified on other grounds by Booker v. Koonce, 2 F.3d 114,
116 (5th Gr. 1993). A conplaint is frivolous if it |acks an
arguabl e basis in law and fact. See Ancar v. Sara Plasma, |nc.
964 F.2d 465, 468 (5th Gr. 1992). W review such a dism ssal for
abuse of discretion. See id.

In order to obtain relief under 42 U S.C. § 1983, a plaintiff
must show a deprivation of a constitutional or federal statutory
right. See Hernandez v. Maxwell, 905 F.2d 94, 95 (5th Gr. 1990).
A violation of a prison regulation, without nore, does not give
rise to a constitutional violation. See Hernandez v. Estelle, 788
F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th Cr. 1986). Mreover, Carke admts that he
was notified each tinme a piece of mail was reviewed by mailroom
personnel and was appri sed of the final disposition of each revi ew.
He al so was permtted to chall enge any refusals through the i nmate
grievance process. Cark therefore received adequate procedura
protections, and as a result, cannot establish a constitutiona

vi ol ati on. See i d.



Finally, to the extent that C arke argues that the settl enent
in the Guajardo litigation provides a basis for his 8§ 1983 suit,
his claim nust fail. Renmedi al court orders are a neans of
correcting constitutional violations, but they do not create or
enl arge constitutional rights. See Geen v. MKaskle, 788 F.2d
1116, 1123 (5th G r. 1986).

For the foregoing reasons, we find that the district court did
not abuse its discretion in dismssing Carke's conplaint as
frivol ous. However, as one reason for its dismssal, the court
found that the National Certifying Organization for Paral egal s and
the NCOP Acadeny for Paral egals were not |egal aid organizations
within the nmeaning of TDCJ-IDrules. Because this determnationis
not necessary to the resolution of this case and nmay have
i nplications beyond this case, we vacate this finding.

AFFI RVED in part; VACATED in part.



