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

No. 00-40548
Summary Cal endar

VENDELL K. WASHI NGTON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

R MLLER, Correctional Oficer IIl; J. ALFORD
War den; P. ADAMS, Property Oficer,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:97-CV-403
Decenber 13, 2000
Before DAVIS, JONES, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Wendel | K. Washi ngton, a Texas prisoner (# 649796), appeal s

fromthe district court’s sua sponte disnm ssal of his 42 U S.C

§ 1983 civil rights conplaint as frivolous, pursuant to 28 U.S.C.

8 1915(e)(2), following a hearing pursuant to Spears v. MCotter,
766 F.2d 179 (5th Cr. 1985). Washington alleged that the

def endants inproperly confiscated personal property fromhis cel
in both Septenber 1997 and January 1998. In an anended

conplaint, he also naintained that they filed a fal se

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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di sciplinary charge against himin retaliation for, inter alia,

his having filed the original conplaint and that he was convicted
of such charge in violation of his due process rights.
The district court did not abuse its discretion in

concl udi ng that Washington’s clains were frivolous. See Berry v.

Brady, 192 F.3d 504, 507 (5th Cr. 1999). Washington failed to
state a cogni zable constitutional claimregarding the deprivation

of his property because Texas provi des an adequate

post deprivation renmedy. See Murphy v. Collins, 26 F.3d 541, 543
(5th Gr. 1994). Because of the confusing and inconsistent
nature of the cunul ative allegations he has made in support of
his retaliation claim Washington failed to establish a
“chronol ogy of events” fromwhich a retaliatory notive could be

inferred. See Wods v. Smith, 60 F.3d 1161, 1164-66 (5th Cr

1995). Finally, insofar as Washi ngton has asserted that his due
process rights were violated at his disciplinary hearing, the
puni shnments i nposed for the purported disciplinary violation did
not inplicate a constitutionally cognizable liberty interest.

See Sandin v. Conner, 515 U S. 472, 483-84 (1995); Luken v.

Scott, 71 F.3d 192, 193 (5th Gr. 1995).
AFFI RVED.



