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KUHN, J.
Appellant, Henry Carter, an inmate in the custody of the
Department of Public Safety and Corrections (the Departmer
pursuant to La. R.S. 15:1171 et seq. of a district court judgment
prejudice, his appeal from the Department’s denial of his Admin
Procedure (ARP). For the following reasons, we affirm.
In his ARP, appellant alleged that he was improperly charg
and lotion that he obtained from the Louisiana State Penitentis
asserted that he was issued a medical order from Dr. Roundtree {
and lotion in 2006 and that he was unaware that he was being «
items. Appellant further requested that, since those items were nc
at the prison canteen, he should be provided with similar soap anc
The Department denied appellant’s first step request,
Roundtree, the doctor appellant claimed gave him the medical or¢
that there was no prescription issued to appellant for Dove soap a
appellant seeking review of that decision, the Department issu
response, which again denied relief on the grounds that there wa
existing order prescribing Dove soap and lotion for him.
Thereafter, appellant filed a petition in the Nineteenth
Court seeking judicial review of the Department’s decision. The
an answer, attaching as an exhibit the administrative record of
Thereafter, based on her review of the record, the commissione
finding that there was insufficient evidence “that the Departr

provide reimbursement in either money or additional soap and lot
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manifestly erroneous.” Accordingly, the commissioner recommended that the
Department’s decision be affirmed and appellant’s appeal dismissed with
prejudice at his cost, since he failed to carry his burden of proving that the
Department’s decision was arbitrary, capricious, manifestly erroneous, or in
violation of his rights. By written judgment dated March 3, 2011, the district court
adopted the commissioner’s report, affirmed the Department’s decision, and
dismissed appellant’s appeal with prejudice. The instant appeal followed.

On appeal, appellant complains that the district court erred in failing to

review the entire record and requests that we review the merits of his claim. After
a thorough review of the record, we find no error of fact or law in the district
court's judgment, given the reasons set forth in the commissioner's report. See La.
R.S. 15:1177(A)(5) & (9).
CONCLUSION

Accordingly, we issue this summary opinion in accordance with Uniform
Rules — Courts of Appeal, Rule 2-16.2A(4-8), affirming the judgment of the
district court. All costs of this appeal are assessed against appellant, Henry Carter.

AFFIRMED.



