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

No. 01-30007
Conf er ence Cal endar

PERRY JACKSON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
DOUG VEELBORN
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 00-CV-453-C
~ June 13, 2001
Bef ore WENER, DeMOSS, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Perry Jackson, Louisiana prisoner # 106488, appeals the
di sm ssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conplaint as frivolous and for
failure to state a claimunder 28 U S.C. 88 1915(e) and 1915A
Jackson argues that Doug Wl born, in his capacity as the O erk of
Court for the 19th Judicial District of Louisiana, erroneously
converted his state action seeking habeas relief into a

prisoner’s civil action, which subjected Jackson to the

requi renents of the Admnistrative Renedy Procedures and a nuch

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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hi gher filing fee, in violation of his right of access to the
courts, due process, and equal protection.

To the extent that Jackson is arguing that Wl born’s actions
violated state law by failing to adhere to the state procedural
classifications of these types of actions, his claimof a state-
| aw violation is not cognizable in a 42 U S.C. 8 1983 conpl ai nt.

See Johnson v. Dallas Indep. Sch. Dist., 38 F.3d 198, 200 (5th

Cir. 1994). To the extent that Jackson is arguing that Wl born’s
actions interfered with his right of access to the courts, he has

failed to denonstrate an actual injury. See Walker v. Navarro

County Jail, 4 F.3d 410, 413 (5th Cr. 1993). Jackson does not

all ege that Wel born’s actions affected the outcone of his state
action in any way. Nor has he provided any factual basis for his

equal protection claim Dudley v. Angel, 209 F.3d 460, 463 (5th

Cir. 2000)(The Equal Protection O ause essentially requires that
all persons simlarly situated should be treated alike).

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



