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

No. 99-31084
Conf er ence Cal endar

MARK ANTHONY RI CHARDSON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
RI CHARD L. STALDER, Secretary, Departnent of Public
Safety and Corrections; R CHARD PEABCDY; MAJOR TCOLLI VER;
S. BAI LEY,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CV-376-C

June 13, 2000

Before JOLLY, DAVIS, and STEWART, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Mar k Ant hony Ri chardson (#92767), a state prisoner, has
appeal ed the district court's judgnent dismssing his pro se
civil rights conplaint as frivolous. Richardson contends that
his right to due process was violated in connection with a prison
di sci plinary proceedi ng because he did not violate a naned rul e

or a posted policy, and because he was actually innocent.

" Pursuant to 5THQOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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A prisoner’s conplaint may be dism ssed as frivol ous
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915A(b)(1) if it has no arguable basis
inlawor in fact. Ruiz v. United States, 160 F.3d 273, 274-75

(5th CGr. 1998). A 8§ 1915A(b)(1) dismssal is reviewed de novo.
ld. at 275.
Under Sandin v. Conner, 515 U. S. 472, 484 (1995), a

convicted prisoner’s liberty interest under the Due Process
Clause is generally limted to freedomfromrestraint which

al t hough not exceeding the sentence in such an unexpected manner
as to give rise to due process protection of its own force,
nonet hel ess i nposes atypical and significant hardship on the
inmate in relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life.

Ri chardson’ s di sciplinary confinenent did not involve an atypica
or significant hardship in relationship to the ordinary incidents

of prison life. See Luken v. Scott, 71 F.3d 192, 193 (5th Cr

1995) (adm nistrative segregation, w thout nore, does not
constitute a deprivation of a constitutionally cognizable |iberty
interest). The procedures enployed by prison authorities in
determ ning whether to place Richardson in adm nistrative
segregation did not inplicate R chardson's rights under the Due
Process Clause. The district court did not err in dismssing the
conplaint as frivolous. See Ruiz, 160 F.3d at 275.

Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DI SM SSED. See
Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983); 5th Gr. Rule

42. 2.
APPEAL DI SM SSED



