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Bef ore BEAM LOKEN, and MORRI S SHEPPARD ARNOLD, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

M ssouri inmate Richard Roe filed this 42 U S.C. § 1983 suit agai nst
numerous prison officials, alleging that he was issued a false and
retaliatory conduct violation and placed in tenporary admnistrative
segregation confinenent (TASC) and administrative segregation (ad seg)
wi t hout due process, and deni ed access to the courts and adequate exercise
while in ad seg. The district court! granted summary judgnent in favor of
def endants, and Roe appeals.

The HONORABLE JEAN C. HAM LTON, Chief Judge of the United
States District Court for the Eastern District of M ssouri.



Roe was initially placed in TASC for nonpunitive, investigative
reasons follow ng violent prison disturbances; thus, he had no right to a
prior hearing. See Hewitt v. Helns, 459 U S. 460, 468 (1983); Brown-El V.
Del o, 969 F.2d 644, 647 (8th Cr. 1992). Hi s due process rights were
sati sfied when he received notice of the reason for the transfer, the
opportunity to nake a statenment, and informal reviews which resulted in his
conti nued placenment in TASC and ad seg. See Hewitt, 459 U S. at 476.

Roe was subsequently found guilty of a conduct violation. Defendants
made an unrefuted showing there was sone evidence to support this
disciplinary action. See Brown v. Frey, 807 F.2d 1407, 1412-13 (8th Gir.
1986). Roe's claimof retaliatory discipline fails because he did not show
any prior or pending lawsuits or grievances agai nst any defendant when the
conduct violation issued. See Smth v. Erickson, 961 F.2d 1387, 1388 (8th
Cir. 1992) (per curiamj. His due process claimthat he received a fal se
conduct violation therefore fails as well. See Sprouse v. Babcock, 870
F.2d 450, 452 (8th Cir. 1989). Finally, Roe failed to show he was
prejudi ced by the all eged denial of access to the courts, see Berdella v.
Delo, 972 F.2d 204, 210 (8th Gr. 1992), and failed to show a sufficiently
serious deprivation of exercise. See Wshon v. Gammon, 978 F.2d 446, 448-

49 (8th Gr. 1992).

The judgnment of the district court is affirned. Defendants' notion

to dismss is denied.
A true copy.
Attest:

CLERK, U. S. COURT OF APPEALS, EIGHTH ClI RCUIT.



