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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 97-6820

RODERI CK DENNI S FOLKS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

W LLIAM D. CATCE, Deputy Conm ssioner of
Oper ations, South Carolina Departnent of Cor-
rections; C. J. CEPAK, Wirden, Broad River
Correctional | nstitution, South Carolina
Departnent of Corrections,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Charleston. Henry M Herlong, Jr., District
Judge. (CA-96-594-2-20AJ)

Subm tted: Novenber 6, 1997 Deci ded: Novenber 25, 1997

Before WDENER and LUTTIG Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Roderick Dennis Folks, Appellant Pro Se. Andrew Frederick
Li ndemann, ELLIS, LAVWHORNE, DAVI DSON & SI Ms, P. A., Col unmbi a, South
Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order denyingrelief on
his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1994) conpl ai nt. Appell ant clai ns that he was
deni ed due process when he was pl aced i n maxi mumsecurity fol | ow ng
a prison riot, and that his placenent in maxi numsecurity consti -
tuted cruel and unusual punishnment. We find that Appellant failed
to establish a liberty interest in remaining in the general pop-
ul ation because he did not show that the conditions in maxinmm
security are atypical and significant in relation to the ordinary

I ncidents of prisonlife. See Sandin v. Conner, 515 U. S. 472, 484-

86 (1995): Beverati v. Smith, 120 F.3d 500, 504 (4th Cir. 1997).

Accordingly, he was not entitled to a hearing or other process
prior to his placenent in nmaxi mum security. Furthernore, Appel-
| ant's second claim fails because the nere fact of segregated
confi nenment, w thout nore, does not anmount to cruel and unusual

puni shnment. See Sweet v. South Carolina Dep't of Corrections, 529

F.2d 854, 861 (4th Cr. 1975). W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the material s before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci -

si onal process.
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