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

No. 97-10193
Summary Cal endar

M GUEL SALDANA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

ALLAN B. POLUNSKY; WAYNE SCOIT, Director
RONALD DREVRRY; CRAI G A. RAI NES,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:96-CV-274
) July 10, 1997
Before SM TH, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
M guel Sal dana, Texas prisoner #669276, filed this civil
rights lawsuit, pursuant to 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983, against Allan
Pol unsky, Chairnman, Texas Board of Crim nal Justice; Wayne Scott,
Director, Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice; Ronald Drewy,
Warden; and Craig A Raines, Assistant Warden, alleging that the

defendants instituted a policy that allows punishnent of inmates

W thout a prior determnation of guilt through due process.

Pursuant to 5THCGQR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5THGQR R
47.5. 4.
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Sal dana al so asserts, for the first tinme, that the policy allows
prison officials to inflict corporal punishnent on inmates.

Sal dana admts that he does not chall enge his custody
classification. Saldana also admts that he received notice and
heari ngs concerning his disciplinary charges and was found
guilty.

Sal dana has not denonstrated that the policy is so deficient
that the policy itself is a repudiation of constitutional rights.

See Thonpkins v. Belt, 828 F.2d 298, 304 (5th Cr. 1987). The

changes in Saldana’s conditions of confinenent, resulting from
the i nplenmentation of the policy, do not constitute an “atypical
and significant hardship on [Saldana] in relation to the ordinary

incidents of prison life.” See Sandin v. Conner, 115 S. O

2293, 2300 (1995). Further, prison authorities have discretion
to place an inmate in segregated facilities pending investigation
into charges of m sconduct, provided that the inmate is given

notice and an informal hearing within a reasonable tinme. See

Hew tt v. Helnms, 459 U S. 460, 476 (1983). Accordingly, Saldana
has not denonstrated the violation of a constitutional right,
which is required to obtain relief under 8§ 1983. Manax V.
McNamara, 842 F.2d 808, 812 (5th Cir. 1988).

To the extent that Saldana is challenging the policy on
behal f of other inmates, Sal dana has no standing to assert the
rights of other inmates for any deprivation they nay have

suffered. See Warth v. Seldin, 422 U S. 490, 498-99 (1975)
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(plaintiff nust assert his own legal rights and interests and
cannot rest his claimon the rights and interests of others).

The decision of the district court is AFFI RVED



