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

No. 94-11073
Conf er ence Cal endar

BLI DE BRYANT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

J. M DUKE, Warden
TDCJ M ddl eton Unit,

Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:94-CV-86
© March 21, 1995
Bef ore GARWOOD, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Blide Bryant filed a civil rights conplaint, 42 U S. C
§ 1983, alleging that his constitutional rights were viol ated
because the mail procedures at the John W Mddl eton State
Transfer Facility were insufficient, and he was disciplined for
refusing to work as a result of the deficient mail system The
district court dism ssed the conplaint as frivol ous.
To the extent that Bryant is arguing that he was denied

access to the courts because of the mailroom procedures, a

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that this opinion should not be published.
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plaintiff cannot state a cogni zabl e deni al - of -access-to-the-
courts claimif the plaintiff's position was not prejudiced by

the alleged deprivation. Henthorn v. Swi nson, 955 F.2d 351, 354

(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 112 S.C. 2974 (1992). Bryant alleged

that he was unable to mail a docunent to this court on May 3,
1994, but admtted that he was able to mail the notion the next
day and does not allege that any prejudice occurred as a result
of the one-day delay. He has not alleged a cognizabl e deni al - of -
access-to-the-courts claim

To the extent that Bryant argues that the failure to provide
| ocked mail boxes violates TDCJ-ID rules, he also cannot allege a
cogni zable 8§ 1983 claim An alleged violation of a prison
regul ati on wi thout nore does not give rise to a constitutional

violation. Hernandez v. Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th Cr

1986). The failure to provide |ocked nmail boxes resulted only in
a one-day delay in mailing letters and did not anount to an
i ndependent constitutional violation.

To the extent that Bryant sought equitable relief, this
claimis noot because Bryant has been transferred to the

Robertson unit. Cooper, 929 F.2d at 1084; Gllespie v. Crawford,

858 F.2d 1101, 1103 (5th Cr. 1988).

Bryant al so argues that he was puni shed w t hout due process
because there was no evidence that he refused to work without a
| egiti mate excuse. Punishnment cannot be inposed on a prisoner

W t hout due process. See Cooper v. Sheriff, Lubbock County,

Tex., 929 F.2d 1078, 1084 (5th Cr. 1991). Wen m nor

di sciplinary sanctions are inposed, due process requires only
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notice of the charges and an opportunity to respond. 1d. at

1083; see Hewitt v. Helnms, 459 U S. 460, 476 (1983).

The federal courts have a narrow role in the revi ew of

prison proceedings. Stewart v. Thigpen, 730 F.2d 1002, 1005 (5th

Cir. 1984). |If a prisoner is provided with a procedurally
adequate hearing prior to the inposition of disciplinary
sanctions, there is no constitutional violation. |[|d. at 1005-06.
Federal review of the sufficiency of the evidence of prison
disciplinary findings is limted to determ ning whether the
finding i s supported by any evidence at all. 1d. Bryant admts
that he did not turn out for work and that the disciplinary
officer did not accept his proffered excuse. Therefore, there is
sone evidence to support the finding of guilt, and Bryant was not
puni shed wi t hout due process.

AFFI RVED.



