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Rl CKY JOSEPH ALEX,
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vVer sus
RI CHARD L. STALDER, KELLY WARD;
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Capt ai n; RAY HANSON; BI LL
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Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 02-CVv-327

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM SM TH, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ri cky Joseph Al ex, Louisiana prisoner # 98130, appeals the
district court’s dismssal as frivolous of his 42 U S.C. § 1983
| awsuit agai nst various enpl oyees of the Wade Correctional
Center. He asserts that the district court abused its discretion
in dismssing his challenges to the defendants’ delays in

processing his prison grievances. He has not established that

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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he suffered an “atypical and significant hardship . . . in
relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life.” Sandin v.

Conner, 515 U. S. 472, 484 (1995). Hi s assertions that the del ays
violated prison rules are insufficient by thenselves to establish

a constitutional violation. See Hernandez v. Estelle, 788 F.2d

1154, 1158 (5th Gr. 1986).

Al ex al so contends that the district court erred in not
considering his assertion that the defendants violated his First
Amendnent rights and violated the Ex Post Facto C ause by denyi ng
hi ma publication. He has not established that the district
court abused its discretion in not allowng Alex to anend his
conplaint wwth this issue, which was raised for the first tinme in
his objections to the magistrate judge' s report. See United

States v. Riascos, 76 F.3d 93, 94 (5th Gr. 1996); Fep. R Qv. P

15(a).
Al ex has not shown that the district court abused its
discretion in dismssing his 42 U S.C. §8 1983 conpl ai nt as

frivolous. See Siglar v. Hi ghtower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th Gr.

1997). Consequently, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



