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

No. 95-20271
Conf er ence Cal endar

ROBERT LAMARR ALLEN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JOHNNY KLEVENHAGEN, Sheriff; JOHN DCE
#1; JOHN DCE #2,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-H 93-580
(Cctober 17, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Al l en appeals fromthe district court's dismssal of his
civil rights conplaint, 42 U S.C. § 1983, as frivol ous pursuant
to 28 U S.C 8§ 1915(d). He contends that "Harris County rules
governi ng adm ni strative segregati on" gave hima protected
liberty interest in remaining in the general prison population

and that he was inproperly placed in adm nistrative segregation

W t hout receiving notice of the charges against himor a hearing.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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This court reviews a 8§ 1915(d) dism ssal for an abuse of

di scretion. Booker v. Koonce, 2 F.3d 114, 115 (5th Cr. 1993).

Allen's claimthat he had a protected liberty interest in
remai ning in the general prison population may not be based upon
mandat ory | anguage that may be contained in the Harris County

Rul es governing adm nistrative segregation. See Sandin v.

Conner, 115 S. C. 2293, 2299 (1995). Allen must show i nstead
that his confinenent to adm nistrative segregation "inposes
atypi cal and significant hardship” on him"in relation to the
ordinary incidents of prison life." See id. at 2300. @ ven the
fact that Allen had been convicted of fifteen disciplinary

of fenses, his confinenent to adm nistrative segregation for two
mont hs was not an "atypical or significant hardshi p" that gave
rise to a protected liberty interest. See id.

Allen's claimthat he was placed in adm nistrative
segregation wthout receiving a hearing or notice of the charges
against him thus violating his due process rights, is simlarly
without nmerit. Allen's disciplinary record reveals that notice
was given and a hearing was held. The district court did not
abuse its discretion by dismssing Allen's conplaint as frivol ous
pursuant to § 1915(d).

AFFI RVED.



