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

No. 95-30489
Conf er ence Cal endar

JAMVES WEST,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
SHARON PARKER, Sergeant;
WASHI NGTON CORRECTI ONAL
| NSTI TUTE

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana

USDC No. CA-95-900-C
© August 23, 1995

Before KING JOLLY, and WENER, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Janes West asserts that he was "given a rule violation" and
pl aced in adm nistrative segregation for two days for "trying to
show a letter froma ranking officer"” to defendant Sergeant

Parker. West essentially challenges the sufficiency of the

evi dence to support his conviction at the disciplinary hearing,

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that this opinion should not be published.
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arguing that if Parker "had |istened or at |east | ooked at the
letter there would have been no wite up or rule violation."
West does not allege that the disciplinary proceeding itself was
deficient in any manner.

Prison disciplinary proceedings will be overturned "only
where there is no evidence whatsoever to support the decision of

the prison officials." Reeves v. Pettcox, 19 F.3d 1060, 1062

(5th Gr. 1994). West's disciplinary report, which he attached
to his conplaint, shows that he pleaded guilty at the
di sciplinary hearing to aggravated di sobedi ence. Parker, the
charging officer, stated that she gave Wst a direct verbal order
to leave the dormtory until conpletion of inspection and that
West "flatly refused to conply with [her] order." Parker stated
that West was "very argunentative" and caused a di sturbance in
the dormtory. There is thus sone evidence in the record, nanely
the charging officer's report and the fact that Wst pleaded
guilty, to support the decision reached at the prison
di sciplinary proceeding. The district court did not abuse its
di scretion by dismssing West's claimpursuant to 8 1915(d).

West further argues that his constitutional rights were
vi ol at ed because Parker was given "unrestricted access" to his
dormtory, an "open roomwth the shower, urinal, and comobdes
all in plain and clear view," thus forcing him"to be viewed by a
stranger of the opposite sex." However, this court has
previously upheld the use of female guards in guard towers giving

a full view of male inmates taking showers. See Letcher v.

Turner, 968 F.2d 508, 510 (5th G r. 1992). No constitutional
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vi ol ati on occurs when naked nmale innates are viewed by femal e
guards if the presence of female guards is required to protect a
| egiti mate governnment interest such as maintaining security at a
correctional facility. 1d. Wst has not argued that Parker's
presence was unnecessary to maintain security, only that her
presence violated his rights under the Fourth and the Ei ghth
Amendnents. Thus, as in Letcher, there is no basis for West's
claimof a constitutional violation due to the presence of a

female guard in his dormtory. See Letcher, 968 F.2d at 510.

The district court did not abuse its discretion by dismssing
West's conplaint pursuant to 8§ 1915(d).
AFFI RVED.



