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

No. 96-40235
Summary Cal endar

NORMAN LEW S EVERS
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
M CHAEL McCLELLAND, JR , Correctional Oficer;
C. JENNINGS, Correctional Oficer;

ALTON D. CASKEY, Associ ate Warden,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:95-CVv-178
July 26, 1996
Before Hl GG NBOTHAM DUHE, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !
Nor man Lew s Evers, #42209, appeals fromthe dism ssal of his

42 U.S.C. 8 1983 conplaint as frivol ous. Evers contends that

defendant MC el l and harassed him and retaliated agai nst him by

singling him out for strip searches, insulting him racially,
ransacking his cell, taking his personal and |egal property, and
denying him the opportunity to eat one neal; that defendant

Jennings wote a false disciplinary charge against him and

retaliated against himfor filing a grievance by destroying his

! Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.



fam |y photographs; and that defendant Caskey failed to investigate
his grievances against McCelland or Jennings or to renedy their
m sdeeds.

Evers did not raise his contentions regarding strip searches
or racial insultsinthe district court; his contentions provide us
wWth no basis for finding plain error. Robertson v. Plano City of
Texas, 70 F.3d 21, 23 (5th Gr. 1995). The denial of one neal is
a de mnims injury that does not give rise to a constitutiona
violation. See Amons v. Baldwin, 705 F.2d 1445, 1448 (5th Gr.
1983), cert. denied, 465 U S. 1006 (1984). W find Evers’s appeal
fromthe dismssal of his remaining clains agai nst McC el |l and, and
all of his clains against defendant Jennings, frivolous for
essentially the reasons relied upon by the district court. Evers
v. Mcdelland, No. 6:95-CVv-178 (E.D. Tex. Nov. 27, 1995). Evers
has not provided facts indicating a nonfrivolous contention that
def endant Caskey’s alleged failure torule in Caskey' s favor on his
grievances against MCdelland and Jennings was responsible for
McCl elland’ s and Jennings’s actions. See Bowen v. Watkins, 669
F.2d 979, 988 (5th Cr. 1982).

Finally, we caution Evers that any additional frivolous
appeals filed by himw Il invite the inposition of sanctions. To
avoi d sanctions, Evers is further cautioned to review any pendi ng
appeals to ensure that they do not raise argunents that are
frivol ous because they previously have been decided by this court.

APPEAL DI SM SSED. 5THCR R 42.2. SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED.



