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

No. 95-60284
Conf er ence Cal endar

JARVI QUS COTTON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
EDWARD HARGETT, SUPERI NTENDENT,
M SSI SSI PPl STATE PENI TENTI ARY;
SUzZI STEIGER, EDDIE M LUCAS
ALBERT KI M SHOVERS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:93-CV-255-B-D

August 22, 1995
Before KING JOLLY, and WENER, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Jarvious Cotton filed this action pursuant to 42 U S. C
§ 1983, alleging that the defendants conspired to violate his
constitutional right to due process because he was prevented from

meeting with the classification conmttee regarding his request

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that this opinion should not be published.
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for a change in job assignnent. The district court dismssed his
action as frivolous pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1915(d).

Cotton argues that the defendants deprived himof a |iberty
interest created by Mss. Code Ann. 88 47-5-101 and 103 (1981) to
meet with the classification conmttee. Under M ssissippi |aw,
Cotton had no right to a particular classification. 88 47-5-99 -
47-5-103; Tubwell v. Giffith, 742 F.2d 250, 253 (5th Cr. 1984).

Li kewi se, a prisoner has no due process right to a particular job

assignnent. MFadden v. State, 580 So.2d 1210, 1215 (M ss.
1991); Wallace v. Robinson, 940 F.2d 243, 248-49 (7th Cr. 1991),

cert. denied, 503 U S. 961 (1992).

There is no | anguage in 8 47-5-103 whi ch woul d suggest that
Cotton had a right to neet with the classification commttee on
his request for change in job assignnents. Cotton did not allege
that in order to obtain a transfer to the Chaplain's departnent,
he woul d require a change in his custody classification.

In Sandin v. Conner, 115 S. . 2293, 2300-01 (1995), the

Court stated that the review ng court should consider the nature
of the challenged state action and whether it involved such a
significant departure fromnormal prison conditions that the
state m ght have conceivably created a liberty interest. The
nature of the conplained of action, denial of Cotton's request
for a change in job assignnents, is not in the real mof the
"atypi cal and significant hardshi p® which would give rise to a
protected liberty interest requiring any particul ar procedures.

Id. at 2300.
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Cotton's claimhas no arguable basis in law. The district
court did not abuse its discretion in dismssing Cotton's suit as

frivolous. See Denton v. Hernandez, 504 U. S. 25, 31-34 (1992).

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRIVOLOUS. See 5th CGr. R 42.2.
Cotton is warned that filing further frivol ous appeals wll

result in the inposition of sanctions.



