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PER CURIAM:*

Clarence G. Wilkins, Jr., No. 664542, a Texas state prisoner,

appeals the district court’s dismissal as frivolous, pursuant to 28

U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i), of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action.

Wilkins has abandoned his claim of racial discrimination and
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his claim that he was denied due process because he was not allowed

to meet with counsel prior to his disciplinary hearing because he

has not argued them on appeal.  See Brinkmann v. Abner, 813 F.2d

744, 748 (5th Cir. 1987).

Wilkins’ claims of retaliatory transfer and mail tampering,

raised for the first time on appeal, are reviewed for plain error.

See Highlands Ins. Co. v. National Union Fire Ins. Co., 27 F.3d

1027, 1031-32 (5th Cir. 1994) (applying, in civil case, plain error

analysis of United States v. Olano, 113 S. Ct. 1770 (1993)), cert.

denied, 115 S. Ct. 903 (1995).  Wilkins’ allegations do not rise to

the level of the obvious error required to meet the standard for

plain error.  See Robertson v. Plano, 70 F.3d 21, 23 (5th Cir.

1995).

Wilkins’ claim of denial of due process due to a false charge

filed against him does not state a deprivation of due process.  He

has not alleged a retaliatory interference with an exercise of a

constitutional right, and he has not shown a favorable termination.

See Woods v. Smith, 60 F.3d 1161, 1165 n.16 (5th Cir. 1995), cert.

denied, 116 S. Ct. 800 (1996).  Likewise, his allegations of denial

of due process by not being allowed to call witnesses at his

disciplinary hearing do not state a violation of due process as

they do not reliably demonstrate that he was not allowed to

exercise his right to call witnesses.  Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S.

539, 563-66 (1974).
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AFFIRMED.


