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

No. 99-50095
Conf er ence Cal endar

ROBERT N. HOLLOWAY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

AUDREY L. SM TH; STEVE HUDNALL; PAUL WEATHERBY; TOMWY Pl ERCE
| SRAEL ALVAREZ, BECKY BARKLEY; WAYNE SCOIT; GARY JOHNSON

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. P-98-CV-48

 April 10, 2001

Before JOLLY, H G3E NBOTHAM and JONES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Robert Hol | oway, Texas prisoner # 503781, appeals the
di smssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conplaint as frivolous. He
argues that he was deprived of a due process right when his Craft
Shop privileges were suspended for a period of tine before the
adj udication of guilt in a disciplinary proceedi ng and that, when

he returned to the Craft Shop, he discovered that sone of his

property was either |ost or danmaged.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 t hough the district court dism ssed Holloway' s clains as
frivolous under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i), we note that

Hol | onay was not proceeding in forma pauperis in the district

court. W construe the dism ssal of his clains as frivol ous
under 28 U. S.C. 8 1915A(b) (1), and we review the dism ssal, as we
woul d under 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i), for abuse of discretion. See
Berry v. Brady, 192 F.3d 504, 507 (5th Cr. 1999).

The suspension of Craft Shop privileges did not inposes
atypi cal and significant hardship on Holl oway such that he had a
due process right to the procedural safeguards discussed in WlIff

v. McDonnell, 418 U S. 539, 564-65 (1974). See Sandin v. Conner,

515 U. S. 472, 484, 487 (1995). Wth respect to his | oss-of-
property claim he did not indicate that the | oss was intentional
or that state postdeprivation renedies were inadequate to afford

relief for the loss. See Marsh v. Jones, 53 F.3d 707, 712 (5th

Cr. 1995); Hudson v. Palner, 468 U. S. 517, 533 (1994). The

district court did not abuse its discretion by dism ssing
Hol | oway’ s clains as frivol ous.

AFFI RVED.



