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PER CURI AM *

Samr Najjar, federal prisoner # 28828-018, appeals
the district court’s dismssal of his 28 U S. C. § 2241 habeas
corpus petition, challenging his prison disciplinary conviction
which resulted in the |oss of 14 days’ good-conduct tine.
Najjar renews his claimthat he was deni ed due process at the
disciplinary hearing. He also renews the claim raised in
his original petition, that his equal protection rights were

vi ol at ed; however, he makes no argunent beyond the concl usi onal

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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assertion that he was denied equal protection, and the claimis

t hus wai ved. See Royal v. Tonbone, 141 F.3d 596, 599 n.3

(5th Gr. 1998). Alternatively, the claimfails because Najjar
makes no argunent that he is a nenber of any protected class.

See Washington v. Davis, 426 U S. 229, 247-48 (1976).

Najjar’s due process clains are simlarly unavailing.
Najjar’s assertion that he did not receive the requisite notice
of the charges against himis incorrect; although he was charged
wth lying or providing a false statenent to staff and was
ultimately convicted of attenpted |lying, as the district court
determ ned, the elenents of the offense of Iying and attenpted
lying are the sane, the difference being only that in the latter
case, the offense was not successfully conpleted. The notice
Najjar received was thus constitutionally sufficient. See WIff

v. McDonnell, 418 U S. 539, 564 (1974). Moreover, Najjar has

not alleged any prejudice resulting fromthe allegedly defective

notice, which failure defeats his claim See Hall mark v. Johnson

118 F.3d 1073, 1080 (5th G r. 1997).
The denial of Najjar’s requested witness |ikew se did not

viol ate due process. See WIff, 418 U S. at 566. Mbreover,

even if the hearing officer erred in excluding his wtnesses,
Naj j ar has not shown that he was prejudiced, defeating his claim

See Banuel os v. MFarland, 41 F.3d 232, 234 (5th Cr. 1995).

To the extent that Najjar’s remaining clainms, that the

hearing officer erred in relying on private, confidential records
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and that Dr. Casiano was an incredible wtness, can be construed
as a challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence to support his
disciplinary conviction, the clains fail because there was anple
evidence to support the finding of guilt, as delineated in the

hearing officer’s witten report. See Hudson, 242 F.3d at 536-37.

Najjar’s clains are essentially a challenge to the weight and
credibility the hearing officer afforded the evidence agai nst
him but this court will not consider such clains. See id.

at 537; see also Superintendent, Mass. Corr. Inst., Wl pole

v. Hll, 472 U S. 445, 455 (1985).
Naj j ar has not denonstrated any error in the district

court’s judgnent. Accordingly, the judgnent is AFFI RVED



