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

No. 98-50707
Summary Cal endar

MORRI S R BROUSSARD, ET AL.,

Petitioners,

JOHN M LANE,

Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,

ver sus

JAMES COLLINS, Director; WAYNE SCOTT, DI RECTOR, TEXAS
DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON;
KENT RAMSEY, Regional Director; RODNEY COOPER, Warden;
PATRI CK ROSS, Disciplinary Captain; TRACY MCLIN, Counsel
Substitute Il; ROBERT PARKER, Warden, M chael Unit; GARY

L. JOHNSON, DI RECTOR, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE,
| NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON,

Respondent s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-96-CV-356

February 1, 2000
Before SM TH, BARKSDALE and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
John M Lane, Texas prisoner # 503730, appeals the district
court’s sunmary judgnent in favor of respondents. Lane’'s prinmary

contention on appeal is that he was placed in admnistrative

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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segregation for nore than six years in violation of his due
process rights. Placenent in admnistrative segregation, wthout
nmore, does not constitute a deprivation of a constitutionally

cogni zable liberty interest. See Luken v. Scott, 71 F.3d 192,

193 (5th Cr. 1995). Lane argues that the extraordinary |ength
of his confinenent in adm nistrative segregation is the
“sonmething nore” required to raise a cogni zabl e constitutiona
claim Contrary to Lane’s contention, Luken did not turn on the
duration of the adm nistrative segregation at issue, but rather
on the determ nation that adm nistrative segregati on does not

i npose the type of atypical and significant deprivation on an
inmate in relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life
necessary to create a |liberty interest cogni zabl e under the Due

Process Cl ause. See Pichardo v. Kinker, 73 F.3d 612, 613 (5th

Cr. 1996). Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnment of the district
court.

We deny Lane’s request for expungenent of his admnistrative
record as Lane has failed to show that he will suffer any future

adverse consequences as a result of the record. See Bailey v.

Sout herl and, 821 F.2d 277, 279 (5th Gr. 1987). Finally, we deny
Lane’ s request for transfer of this matter to the Eastern
District of Texas as noot.

AFFI RVED; REQUEST FOR EXPUNGEMENT DENI ED;, REQUEST FOR TRANSFER
DENI ED AS MOOT.



