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PER CURI AM *

Mari o Pena, federal prisoner # 75006-079, was convicted in a
di sci plinary hearing of possessing marijuana. He now appeal s the
dismssal with prejudice of his petition under 28 U S. C. § 2241,
chal l enging his | oss of 54 days’ good tine credits.

Pena first argues that his due process rights were viol ated
at his disciplinary hearing. Pena received witten notice of the
charges against him he was given the opportunity to cal

Wi tnesses and to nake a statenent on his own behal f, and the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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di sciplinary hearing officer provided the required witten

statenent. There was no due process violation. See WIff v.

McDonnel I, 418 U. S. 539, 563-66 (1974).
Pena next argues that the evidence adduced at his
di sciplinary hearing was insufficient. The record reveals
evi dence supporting the concl usions reached by the disciplinary
hearing officer. Therefore, the conclusions reached were not

arbitrary and capricious. See Superintendent, Mssachusetts

Corr. Inst., Walpole v. HII, 472 U S. 445, 455-56 (1985); see

al so Reeves v. Pettcox, 19 F.3d 1060, 1062 (5th Gr. 1994).

Last, Pena argues that a conflict of interest exists because
the respondent’s counsel and Pena’ s prosecutor work in the sane
office. Because this issue is raised for the first tine on

appeal, we decline to address it. See Blanks v. Miurco Drilling

Corp., 766 F.2d 891, 897 (5th G r. 1985). Accordingly, the

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



