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Before DAVIS, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Juan F. Navarro, Texas prisoner #602579, appeals the
dism ssal as frivolous of his civil rights conplaint pursuant to
28 U.S.C. 8 1915A(b)(1). He argues that the district court erred
in not allowing himto anmend his conplaint before it was

di sm ssed and that the district court’s reliance on Edwards V.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Bal i sok, 520 U. S. 641 (1997), was error because he was not
chal l enging the | oss of good-tine credits.

Title 28 U.S.C. 8 1915A instructs the district court to
review prisoner conplaints, before docketing if feasible, or in
any event, as soon as practicable, and to dismss themif they
are “frivolous, nmalicious, or fail[] to state a clai mupon which
relief may be granted.” 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1915A(b)(1). This court
reviews 28 U S.C. § 1915A dism ssals as frivolous for an abuse of

di scretion. See Martin v. Scott, 156 F.3d 578, 580 (5th Gr.

1998).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in
di sm ssing Navarro's conplaint as his placenent in admnistrative
segregation did not inplicate due process concerns and his
conplaint did not raise cognizable clainms of equal protection or

retaliation. See Sandin v. Conner, 515 U. S. 472, 474, 485

(1995); Muhanmmad v. Lynaugh, 966 F.2d 901, 903 (5th Cr. 1992);

Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524-25 (5th Cr. 1995); Johnson v.

Rodri quez, 110 F.3d 299, 310 (5th Gr. 1997).
Navarro’ s appeal is wthout arguable nerit and is frivol ous.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983).

Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DISM SSED. See 5TH QR
R 42.2. The dism ssal of this appeal as frivolous and the
district court’s dismssal of this lawsuit as frivol ous
constitute two strikes for purposes of the 28 U.S.C. § 1915(9)

bar. Adepegba v. Hamons, 103 F. 3d 383, 388 (5th Gr. 1996). W
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caution Navarro that once he accunul ates three strikes, he may
not proceed IFP 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).

DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS; WARNI NG | SSUED



