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

No. 94-60671
Conf er ence Cal endar

DONNI E ELBERT CAMPBELL
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
O WELCH and M DODSON
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA C-94- 255
(January 25, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and H G3E NBOTHAM and DeMOSS,
Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Donni e El bert Canpbell filed an in fornma pauperis civil

rights conplaint alleging due process violations as a result of
di sciplinary proceedings. The district court dism ssed the
conpl aint as frivol ous.

The federal courts have a narrow role in the review of

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

Cir. 1984). |If a prisoner is provided a procedurally adequate

hearing prior to the inposition of disciplinary sanctions, there

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that this opinion should not be published.
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is no constitutional violation. 1d. at 1005-06. \When a prisoner
is subject to major disciplinary sanctions, procedural due
process requires that the prisoner receive witten notice of the
charges at |east 24 hours before the hearing; that he receive a
witten statenment of the decision and evidence relied on by the
di sciplinary board; and that he be permtted to call wtnesses
and present docunentary evidence if doing so would not present a
hazard to institutional safety or correctional goals. WlIff v.
McDonnel , 418 U.S. 539, 564-65, 94 S. . 2963, 41 L. Ed. 2d 935
(1974). Federal review of the sufficiency of the evidence is
limted to determ ning whether the finding is supported by any
evidence at all. Stewart, 730 F.2d at 1005-06.

Canpbel | received notice of the charges and an opportunity
to present witnesses, but the hearing officer, M Dodson
believed the officers' testinony. Because Canpbell received a
procedural |y adequate hearing and there was sone evidence to
support the finding, he has not established a constitutional

violation. See MCrae v. Hankins, 720 F.2d 863, 868 (5th Gr.

1983).

Canmpbel | al so argues that he was deni ed due process because
the charging officer, O Wlch, failed to follow the prison
disciplinary rules regarding the informal resolution and
reporting of disciplinary infractions. A violation of prison
regul ati ons, w thout nore, does not give rise to a constitutional

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

1986). Even assumng Welch failed to conply with the rule,

Canpbel | cannot establish a constitutional violation because he
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recei ved a procedurally adequate hearing and was able to
chal | enge the charges. To the extent that he argues that the
settlenent in the Ruiz litigation changes this result, renedial
court orders are a neans of correcting constitutional violations,
but they do not create or enlarge constitutional rights. Geen

v. MKaskle, 788 F.2d 1116, 1123 (5th G r. 1986).

Finally, Canpbell argues that his disciplinary hearing was
i nadequat e because Dodson was bi ased agai nst him Canpbell's
argunent is nothing nore than the belief that Dodson nust have
been bi ased agai nst hi m because he did not believe Canpbell or
his witness. This argunent is insufficient to establish a

constitutional violation. See McCrae, 720 F.2d at 868.

AFFI RVED.



