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

No. 98-10970
Summary Cal endar

RODRI GUEZ CHARLES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JI M BOALES, ET AL,
Def endant s,
JI M BOALES, Sheriff of Dallas County;
MCM LLAN: J. SAWYER, Captain; F. WENDT, Lieutenant
SZAFRAN, Sergeant; N GARCI A Detention Oficer;
R L. MORGAN, R KNI GHTEN, Detention Oficer;
W BELL, Detention Oficer,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:96-CV-2771-T

 August 11, 1999
Before POLI TZ, DAVIS, and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Rodri guez Charles, Texas inmate # 95091392, appeals the
summary judgnent for the defendants in his civil rights conplaint
filed pursuant to 42 U . S.C. 8 1983. Charles rescinded his claim

inthe district court that the defendants perforned a digital

rectal search. His appellate argunent that his Fourth Amendnent

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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right to privacy was violated when he was strip searched does not

rise to plain error. See Elliott v. Lynn, 38 F.3d 188, 190-91

(5th Gr. 1994); Highlands Ins. v. National Union Fire Ins. Co.

of Pittsburgh, 27 F.3d 1027, 1031-32 (5th Gr. 1994). Nor can

Charl es show that the presence of female guards violated his

right to privacy. See Letcher v. Turner, 968 F.2d 508, 510 (5th

CGr. 1992).

Charl es’s argunent that the body cavity search violated his
Ei ght h Anmendnent protection fromthe excessive use of force is
i kewi se unavailing given that the force used on himwas
necessary to acconplish the jail’s goal of preventing further

fires. See Wllians v. Braner, 1999 W. 459079 (5th Gr. July 22,

1999); WIlson v. Lynaugh, 878 F.2d 846, 849 (5th Cr. 1989).

Absent a showing of de mnims physical injury, Charles fails to
establish, as a matter of law, a claimfor enotional or nental

suffering under 8§ 1997e(e). Gonez v. Chandler, 163 F.3d 921, 924

(5th Gir. 1999).

Charl es al so chal l enges the dism ssal of his claimpursuant
to 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(e) that his placenent into adm nistrative
segregation was a violation of the Fourteenth Anendnent. G ven
that he had no liberty interest in his custodial status (see

Sandin v. Conner, 515 U S. 472, 484 (1995); Luken v. Scott, 71

F.3d 192, 193-94 (5th Gr. 1995), the dism ssal was not an abuse
of discretion. Siglar v. H ghtower, 112 F. 3d 191, 193 (5th Gr.
1997) .

The judgnent of the district court is AFFIRMED. Charles’s

nmotion for the appoi ntnent of counsel on appeal is DEN ED. See
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Cupit v. Jones, 835 F.2d 82, 86 (5th Cr. 1987). The notion of

Appel l ee Larry DuBois to be dism ssed fromthe appeal is DEN ED

as noot.



