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PER CURIAM:*

Stephen Lloyd Trapp appeals the dismissal of his civil rights suit under

28 U.S.C. § 1915(d).  The gravamen of his complaint is that on four occasions the
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defendant officials of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice violated his due

process rights by not affording him disciplinary hearings before placing him in

administrative segregation.

An in forma pauperis complaint may be dismissed sua sponte if found to be

frivolous.1  A complaint is frivolous if it lacks an arguable basis in law or fact.2

The administrative confinement of which Trapp complains does not present

an “atypical and significant hardship” which gives rise to a protected liberty

interest.3  Further, being served sandwiches in lieu of regular meals during

administrative segregation does not amount to a constitutional violation.4  Finally,

Trapp’s equal protection claim does not amount to plain error.5  The district court

did not err or abuse its discretion when it dismissed Trapp’s complaint under the

former section 1915(d) for his claims lacked an arguable basis in law.

AFFIRMED.


