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

No. 96-40384
Conf er ence Cal endar

RONNI E SULLI VAN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
DAVI D COLE, Captain, TDCJ-ID, Beto |I; M TCHELL
L. JOHNSON, Lt., TDCJ-1D, Beto I; SHANNON DACUS,
Oficer L-03, TDCJ-I1D, Beto |
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court

for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:96-CV-155

, August 20, 1996
Before KING DUHE, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ronni e Sul livan, #630453, appeals the district court’s
dismssal, with prejudice, of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 civil rights
conplaint. The district court correctly held that Sullivan did
not have a due process liberty interest in being upgraded from

adm ni strative-segregation status to a less restrictive custody

status. See Sandin v. Conner, 115 S. C. 2293 (1995); Pichardo

v. Kinker, 73 F.3d 612, 613 (5th Gr. 1996). Sullivan’s claim

raised for the first tinme in response to the nmagi strate judge’s

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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report, that the defendants inproperly deprived himof personal
itenms failed to state a cogni zabl e constitutional claim Hudson

v. Palner, 468 U S. 517, 533 (1984); Mers v. Adans, 728 S.W2d

771, 772 (Tex. 1987). Sullivan’s Eighth Arendnent cl ai mwas
supported by no factual allegations and was therefore frivol ous.

See Wesson v. gl esby, 910 F.2d 278, 281 (5th Cr. 1990).

AFFI RVED.



