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| VERY TRAVENO W LLI AVS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
V.
RI SSI OWENS, Chairperson, Parole Review Board; DI RECTOR TEXAS
DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE, CORRECTI ONAL | NSTI TUTI ONS DI VI SI CN,
Cl assi fication and Records; LARRY MCCADDEN, Correctional O ficer 5;
BRANDOLYN R WHI TAKER, Correctional Oficer 3; DARRELL FERGUSON,
Sergeant, Mchael Unit; BRAD LIVINGSTON, CHRISTINA M CRAIN;
CHRI STI NA MELTON CRAI N, DOUGLAS DRETKE,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:05-CV-420

Before DAVIS, SMTH, and ONEN, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

| very Traveno W1 lianms, Texas prisoner No. 183233, appeal s the
dismssal of his civil rights conplaint as frivolous and for
failure to state a claim WIllians noves for appointnent of
appel | at e counsel and he requests permissionto file a suppl enent al

brief and supporting exhibits. The notions are deni ed.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



No. 06-41234
-2

Proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis (IFP), Wllians filed
suit challenging the constitutionality of the procedures used to
determine his eligibility for parole and alleging that Texas
Departnment of Crimnal Justice (TDCJ) Oficers MCadden and
Wi taker and Sergeant Ferguson had subjected him to false
di sci plinary charges, harassnent, and retaliation

The district court did not err in determning that Wllians’s
clains concerning the procedures used to determne his eligibility

for parole do not involve a constitutional right. See Mdison v.

Parker, 104 F.3d 765, 768 (5th Cr. 1997); Oellana v. Kyle, 65

F.3d 29, 31-32 (5th Gr. 1995). W likewise find no error in the
determnation that WIlians’s allegations concerning Oficers
McCadden and Witaker and Sergeant Ferguson do not state a
constitutional violation. WIlIlianms’ s clains concerningthe alleged
deni al of outdoor exercise are frivol ous.

In addition to the instant conplaint, at least two prior
conplaints filed by WIllians have been dism ssed as frivol ous by

the district court. In Wllians v. Garrett, No. 3:04-CV-548-R

(N.D. Tex. May 10, 2004), the district court dism ssed as frivol ous
a petition for wit of mandanus filed by WIllians and we di sm ssed

the appeal for want of prosecution. In Wllians v. WIlkerson, No.

03-40680 (5th Cr. Qct. 21, 2003), we affirnmed the district court’s
dismssal as frivolous of a civil rights conplaint filed by

WIliams.
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Consequently, WIlIlians has accunul ated at | east three strikes

under 28 U. S.C. § 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383,

387-88 (5th Gr. 1996). Wllians is therefore barred from
proceeding IFP in any civil action or appeal filed while he is
incarcerated 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).

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED; 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g) BAR | MPOSED



