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Summary Cal endar

FELI X JEROVE HARRI S,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
ANDERSQN, Assi stant \Warden,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. GC-98-CV-49

August 17, 1999
Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Felix Jeronme Harris, Texas prisoner #338572, maintains, pro
se, that the district court erred in dismssing his 42 US.C 8§
1983 conpl aint. He contends that he was deni ed due process because
he was transferred to a close custody |ockdown wunit before
receiving a hearing on a disciplinary charge; and that he was kept
in the | ockdown unit after the hearing, although such status was

not part of his punishnent. (Oher clains raised in the district

IPursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.

-1 -



court, in which Harris asserted that he should be restored | ost
good-tinme credits and that he was denied his right to practice his
religion while in | ockdown status, have not been briefed on appeal
and are therefore wai ved. Yohey v. Collins, 985 F. 2d 222, 225 (5th
Gr. 1993).)

Havi ng reviewed the record, including the transcript of the
Spears hearing? and Harris’ brief, we find no nonfrivolous
appel l ate i ssues. “TAldm ni strative segregation, wthout nore,
does not constitute a deprivation of a constitutionally cognizable
liberty interest.” Luken v. Scott, 71 F.3d 192, 193 (5th Cr.
1995). A hearing held within ten days of placing a prisoner in
adm nistrative segregation has been held to be sufficient to
prevent a due process violation. 1d. at 194. And, the three or
four days that Harris was confined to the | ockdown unit after his
heari ng do not provide extraordi nary circunstances that woul d rai se
a claimof nore limted incarceration conditions to the [ evel of a
constitutional violation. See Pichardo v. Kinker, 73 F.3d 612, 613
(5th Gr. 1996). Accordingly, the magi strate judge did not abuse
her discretion in dismssing Harris’ claim as frivol ous. See

Siglar v. H ghtower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th GCr. 1997). Harris’

2Spears v. MCotter, 766 F.2d 179 (5th Cr. 1985).
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appeal is DISMSSED as frivolous. (Harris’ notion for an
evidentiary or Spears hearing is DEN ED.)

DI SM SSED



