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

No. 96-31209
Summary Cal endar

Bl LLY SI NCLAI R,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
KELLY WARD, Warden,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for
the Western District of Louisiana
(95- CV- 896)

June 26, 1997

Bef ore REAVLEY, BARKSDALE and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Billy Sinclair argues that the district court erred in
dism ssing his conplaint as frivolous. Sinclair alleged that his
tenporary placenent as a protected inmate in a disciplinary
detention unit deprived himof his liberty interest in his
classification status and the privil eges acconpanyi ng that

status. Sinclair also alleged that his placenent in that unit

Pursuant to 5THCGQR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5THGQR R
47.5. 4.



for an extended | ockdown constituted the inposition of cruel and
unusual puni shnment and violated his right to equal protection.
Sinclair also alleged that the defendant warden retali ated

agai nst himby assigning hima farmline job because he exercised
his right of access to the courts and his right to file
conpl ai nts agai nst prison officials and enpl oyees.

Al t hough appellant did not proceed in forma pauperis, under
the provisions of the 1996 Prison Litigation Reform Act, the
district court correctly determned that Sinclair’s conplaint was
frivolous. 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i).

Sinclair’s tenporary assignnment to a detention unit usually
reserved for discipinary violations, his assignnent to a
different prison job, or termnation of trusty status do not
inplicate protected liberty interests. Sandin v. Connor,
_US._, 115 S.Ct. 2293, 2301, 132 L.Ed.2d 418 (1995). See al so
Meachum v. Fano, 427 U.S. 215, 228 (1976). Additionally, as
Sinclair has failed to allege or denonstrate that his position as
a litigant has been prejudiced by being denied access to a | aw
library or not being allowed to purchase a typewiter while in
| ockdown, he has not shown that his constitutional right of
access to the courts has been violated. Eason v. Thaler, 73 F.3d
1322 (5th Gir. 1996).

Sinclair argues for the first tinme on appeal that he was

subjected to on-the-job harassnent, nonitoring of mail and



tel ephone calls in retaliation for his filing conplaints
concerni ng wongdoing in the prison. Because Sinclair failed to
raise these clains properly in the district court, these issues
must be reviewed for plain error only. See United States v.

Cal verley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-164 (1994)(en banc). Sinclair’s

all egations and the responses to his adm nistrative conpl aint do
not raise an inference of a retaliatory notive, and these clains
require the resolution of factual issues which do not rise to the
| evel of plain error. Thus these issues are not subject to

revi ew

AFFI RVED.



