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

No. 95-31018
Conf er ence Cal endar

WARREN S. MJURPHY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
CHARLES C. FOTl, JR, Sheriff;
K. W NFI ELD, Li eutenant;
GARY BORDELQN, Chi ef,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. CA-94-1776-J-5
, ~ April 19, 1996
Bef ore DUHE, DeMOSS, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

VWarren Murphy's notion for |eave to proceed in form
pauperis (I FP) is DEN ED as unnecessary. See FED. R Aprp. P.
24(a).

Mur phy contends that his disciplinary hearing did not conply
with the Due Process Cl ause and that his confinenent in
adm ni strative segregation also violated the Due Process O ause.

Mur phy has not provided us with a copy of the trial

transcript, nor has he requested a copy at governnent expense.

We therefore cannot review the district court's factual findings.

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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Ali zadeh v. Safeway Stores, Inc., 910 F.2d 234, 237 (5th Cr
1990) .

Regardi ng his argunent that his disciplinary proceedi ngs
were deficient, Mirphy does not el aborate on his contention
beyond nerely stating it. He has failed to brief the issue for
appeal and has abandoned it. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County
Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Mur phy' s placenent in admnistrative segregation and the
conditions of adm nistrative segregation were legitimtely
related to the interest of prison officials in preventing escape.
See Bell v. Wl fish, 441 U S. 520, 538-39 (1979). Mirphy's stay
in admnistrative segregation did not violate the Due Process
Cl ause.

Mur phy's appeal is frivolous. W caution Mirphy that any
additional frivolous appeals filed by himor on his behalf wll
invite the inposition of sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Mirphy
is further cautioned to review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that
they do not raise argunents that are frivol ous because they have
been previously decided by this court.

APPEAL DI SM SSED. See 5TH QR R 42.2. SANCTI ON WARNI NG

| SSUED



