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

No. 99-60332
Summary Cal endar

CURTI S CURRY
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JAMES ANDERSON;, WALTER BOOKER; M CHAEL DAVES;
Li eut enant COX; Lieutenant RHODES; SANDRA SI MON
DAMELA ROBI NSON; JAMES Rl CKER, EVELYN P. JOHNSON
LI NDA JONES; JOAN RCSS; CO- 1 ROACH, ANN LEE;
JOHN DOE, |1; GREGORY NEELY; MAUD | RBY; JOHN
DOE, 111,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 4:98-CV-217-D-A

 March 14, 2000
Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Curtis Curry, M ssissippi prisoner # 81606, chall enges the
district court’s sua sponte dismssal of his civil rights
conplaint for failure to state a clai mupon which relief can be
granted under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii). Review of a
dismssal for failure to state a claimis de novo. Black v.

Warren, 134 F.3d 732, 733-34 (5th Gr. 1998). Curry asserts that

the searches of his cell and seizures of his property were not

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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conducted in conpliance with M ssissippi Departnment of
Corrections (MDOC) procedures, that he did not have a full quorum
of disciplinary classification commttee nenbers present at his
heari ngs under MDOC policies, and that the proper official did
not review his appeal under MDOC policies. An allegation that
prison officials failed to follow prison policy, wthout nore,

does not state a constitutional cause of action. Her nandez V.

Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th Gr. 1986). Curry has failed
to show that the searches of his cell were unreasonabl e, because
prisoners do not enjoy Fourth Amendnent privacy rights in their

cells. Hudson v. Palner, 468 U. S. 517, 526 (1984). Curry has

al so not shown that the commttee nenbers overseeing his

di sciplinary hearings were not fair and inpartial or that he was
deni ed any right to appeal the decision of the disciplinary
committee.

Curry asserts that the evidence was insufficient to find
that he had violated prison rules. The standard of review “is
whet her there is any evidence in the record that could support
t he concl usi on reached by the disciplinary board.”

Superintendent, Mass. Correctional Inst. v. Hll, 472 U S. 445,

455-56 (1985). In both instances, “‘sonme facts’” existed to
support a finding that Curry was guilty of the rules violations.

See G bbs v. King, 779 F.2d 1040, 1044 (5th Cr. 1986) (citation

omtted).
Curry al so maintains that he was not provided with witten

reasons for judgnent, as is required under WIff v. MDonnell,

418 U. S. 539 (1974). The requirenents of McDonnell apply if a
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prisoner | oses good-tine credits as a result of the disciplinary
action. MDonnell, 418 U. S. at 563-66. Curry did not |ose good-
tinme credits, and his punishnments of lost visits and privil ege
days are not an “atypical and significant hardship on the inmate
inrelation to the ordinary incidents of prison life.” Sandin v.
Conner, 515 U. S. 472, 484 (1995) (citations omtted). Because
this puni shnent does not affect the duration of his sentence,
neither prison regul ations nor the Due Process O ause affords
Curry a protected liberty interest entitling himto the
procedural protections of MDonnell.

The district court’s dismssal of Curry’ s conplaint for
failure to state a claimon which relief can be granted is
AFFI RVED.  This affirmance of the district court’s dism ssal
counts as one strike for purposes of 28 U S.C. § 1915(g). See
Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 387 (5th Cr. 1996).

AFFI RVED.



