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PER CURI AM *

Jerry Etheridge, M ssissippi prisoner # 83931, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conpl ai nt
under 28 U . S.C. 8 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) as frivolous. He contends
that the M ssissippi State Parole Board denied him parole w thout
havi ng copi es of his vocational diploms or judgnments show ng

that various crimnal charges against himhad been dism ssed. He

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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al so asserted that the Pearl River County G rcuit Court had
breached a contractual obligation to turn over the crim nal
judgnents. He does not repeat in his brief an assertion, nmade in
the district court, that he was deni ed equal protection by the
failure to obtain this information, and this issue is deened

abandoned. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner,

813 F. 3d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).
To the extent that Etheridge is asserting that the
defendants violated state law, such a claimis not cogni zabl e

under 42 U. S. C. § 1983. See Wllians v. Treen, 671 F.2d 892, 900

(5th Gr. 1982). FEtheridge's challenges to the denial of parole
and the lack of information in his parole file are not

cogni zable. M ssissippi |aw does not create an expectation of
rel ease on parole, and Etheridge does not have a constitutional

right to release. See Scales v. Mssissippi State Parole Bd.,

831 F.2d 565, 565-66 (5th Cr. 1987); see also Johnson v.

Rodri quez, 110 F.3d 299, 308 (5th Cr. 1997).
Et heri dge’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is thus

frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr

1983). Accordingly, we DISM SS Etheridge’s appeal as frivol ous.
See 5THAQR R 42.2. This dismssal of his appeal as frivolous
and the district court’s dism ssal of his conplaint as frivol ous
constitute two strikes for the purposes of 28 U S.C. § 1915(9).

See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 388 (5th Gr. 1996). |If

Et heri dge obtains three “strikes,” he will not be able to proceed
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in forma pauperis in any civil action or appeal filed while he is
i ncarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is under

i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 U S. C

8§ 1915(9).
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