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PER CURI AM *

Robert W Fisher, Louisiana prisoner # 125273, appeals the
district court’s dismssal for failure to state a claim pursuant
to 28 U S.C. § 1997e(c), of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 civil rights
lawsuit against a fellow inmate and various prison officials,
alleging that they had conspired to violate his due-process

rights by convicting himof a false disciplinary case, resulting

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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inthe forfeiture of good-tine credits and his transfer to Canp J
extended | ockdown. The district court’s dism ssal is reviewed

de novo. Bazrowx v. Scott, 136 F.3d 1053, 1054 (5th Cr. 1998).

Fi sher contends that the district court’s dism ssal was
error because he has stated a claimunder the Due Process C ause.
He specifically argues that dism ssal on the ground that he
sought nonetary relief for |lost good-tinme credits was error
because the | oss of good-tinme credits was not the basis for his
due-process clains. Fisher concedes that any claimregarding the
| oss of his good-tine credits is barred and asserts that he never
presented such a claimto the district court. He asserts that
hi s due-process clainms were instead based on his transfer to
Canp J, urging that he had a liberty interest in not being placed
in extended | ockdown or confined to a maxi num security ward.

Even assum ng arguendo that such claimcan be independently
raised and is not barred, the district court did not err inits
ultimate conclusion that Fisher’s conplaint failed to state a
cl ai m because Fi sher has not shown how pl acenent in extended
| ockdown presented an atypical or significant hardshi p beyond
the ordinary incidents of prison life, giving rise to a
constitutionally protected liberty interest that would trigger

due- process guarantees. See Sandin v. Conner, 515 U S. 472, 484

(1995); WIlkerson v. Stalder, 329 F.3d 431, 436 (5th Gr. 2003).

The district court’s judgnent is therefore AFFI RVED

AFFI RVED.



