UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92-3131
Summary Cal endar

RAYMOND ROCHON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
DORA RABALAI'S, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
(91-0147-A

) (February 26, 1993)
Before JOLLY, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Appel lant, a Louisiana state prison inmate, filed a civil
rights suit against the governor and certain prison officials
claimng that they violated his constitutional rights by denying
his admnistrative conplaint that he was being harassed and
threatened by a prison guard. After several non-dispositive
nmotions and two reports and recommendations from the magi strate
judge, the district court granted the Defendant's notion for

summary judgnment and dism ssed the inmate's claim The inmate

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



appeals. W affirm

We revi ew sunmary judgnent under the standards of Federal Rule
of Gvil Procedure 56(c). To defeat such a notion, the i nmate nust
have set forth specific facts showng a genuine issue as to a

materi al fact. Fraire v. Cty of Arlington, 957 F.2d 1268, 1273

(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 113 S. C. 462 (1992).

Qur role in reviewng prison proceedings is a narrow one

Stewart v. Thigpen, 730 F.2d 1002, 1005 (5th Cr. 1984). "I'n

reviewing prison admnistrative actions in 8§ 1983 actions, the
Court nust wuphold the admnistrative decision unless it was
arbitrary and capricious."” |d. Admnistrative decisions nust be
uphel d i f supported by "sone facts" or "any evidence at all." 1d.
at 1006. The record in this case provides anple evidence to
support the adm nistrative decision. Def endants submtted the
adm ni strative conplaints and the responses. They refl ect adequate
i nvesti gati on. They turned up no evidence to support the
all egation of harassnent and threats and the inmate has offered
none. He has not created a genuine issue as to material fact with
respect to the handling of these adm nistrative conpl ai nts.

AFFI RVED.



