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PER CURI AM

Donald R Sinpson, Jr. appeals from the district court's?
judgment granting defendants summary judgnment in this 42 U S C
8§ 1983 action. Sinpson was an inmate at Potosi Correctional Center
(PCO). Pursuant to PCC policy, Sinpson--as a non-capital punishnent
inmate requiring protective custody--was placed in Admnistrative
Segregation "No-Contact" Protective Custody (ASNCPC). As an inmate
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pl aced in ASNCPC, his contacts with other inmates were curtail ed,
he was prohibited from actual contact wth visitors, and
restrictions were placed on the types of personal property he could
retain in his cell. Si npson clained that he was denied equal
protection, in violation of the Fourteenth Amendnent, because he
was treated differently frominmtes placed in Capital Puni shnent
Protective Custody who retained "the sane privileges and
constitutional rights of the general population inmates"; and that
he was puni shed in violation of the Ei ghth Armendnent, because even
t hough he was placed in ASNCPC for his protection and not for
puni shment, he was deprived of these constitutional rights and
privil eges. The district court granted defendants' notion for
summary judgnent, Sinpson tinely appeal ed, and we now affirm

We review the district court's grant of summary judgnment de
novo. See Denm ng v. Housing and Redevel opnent Auth., 66 F.3d 950,
953 (8th Cr. 1995). We concl ude the personal property and no

contact restrictions placed on PCC s ASNCPC i nmat es were reasonably
related to maintaining security--which "is clearly a legitimte
penol ogi cal objective." . Hosna v. Groose, 80 F.3d 298, 304-05,
305 n.10 (8th Cr.) (quoted case omtted) (equal protection

requi rements; personal property restrictions reasonably related to
"hei ghtened” security risk posed by admnistrative segregation
inmates), cert. denied, 117 S. C. 164 (1996); Brock v. Rutherford,
468 U.S. 576, 589 (1984) (Constitution does not require that
det ai nees be allowed contact visits after determ nation that such

visits will jeopardize prison security).

We further conclude that Sinpson was not unconstitutionally
puni shed in violation of the Ei ghth Amendnent. See Farnmer v.
Brennan, 114 S. C. 1970, 1976 (1994) (prisoner conpl aints subject
to Eighth Arendnent scrutiny); Wllians v. Delo, 49 F.3d 442, 445
(8th Gr. 1995) (Eighth Amendnent violation requires deliberate
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indifference). Accordingly, we affirm
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