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PER CURI AM *

Eugene Laue, Texas prisoner # 255017, appeals the district
court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C 8§ 1983 conplaint as frivol ous
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §8 1915A. Laue challenges his continued
incarceration in admnistrative segregation despite his
renunci ati on of his gang nenbership. This court reviews

di sm ssals under 28 U. S.C. 8 1915A de novo. Vel asquez v. Wods,

" Pursuant to 5THOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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329 F. 3d 420, 421 (5th Cr. 2003). A conplaint may be di sm ssed
as frivolous “if it lacks any arguable basis in law or fact.”

Harris v. Hegmann, 198 F.3d 153, 156 (5th Cr. 1999).

Because Laue has alleged that his placenent in
adm ni strative segregation was not based on his initial
classification, reviewis under the famliar test of Sandin v.

Conner, 515 U. S. 472 (1995). See WIlkerson v. Stalder, 329 F. 3d

431, 436 (5th Gir. 2003), cert. denied, 124 S. C. 432 (2003).

W will assune arguendo that Laue’s eight years of confinenent in
adm ni strative segregation constitutes an “atypi cal and
significant hardship on the inmate in relation to the ordinary
incidents of prison life.” Sandin, 515 U S. at 484.

The ultinmate question is whether a prisoner was afforded the

process he was due under the Constitution. See Sandin, 515 U. S.

at 483-84. Laue’s pleadings do not specifically allege how the
prison’s review procedures were insufficient. However, the
grievances he submtted reflect that prison officials have

i nvestigated his renunciation of his gang nenbership, that

of ficials have determ ned his renunciation to be valid, and that
he is awaiting placenent in a special programfor fornmer gang
menbers. W conclude that Laue’s conplaint does not reflect that
he has been deni ed due process.

AFFI RVED.



