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

No. 01-21106
Summary Cal endar

ROGER LEE DI CKERSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
OFFI CER JORDAN, Correctional Oficer 111;
C. PRICE, Major; WARDEN F. FI GUEROA;
BILL LEWS; GARY L. JOHNSON

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 98- CV-4324

 March 26, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Roger Lee Di ckerson, Texas prisoner # 371312, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S. C. § 1983 action
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). He asserts that Oficer
Jordan’ s sei zure of |egal docunents fromhis cell resulted in a
deni al of access to the courts. As Dickerson has failed to

all ege an actual injury, he cannot prevail on his access-to-the-

courts claim See Lews v. Casey, 518 U S. 343, 349-51 (1996).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 ckerson contends that Jordan violated prison policy
regardi ng searches of prisoner legal materials. An allegation
that prison officials failed to follow prison policy, wthout
nore, does not state a constitutional cause of action. Hernandez
v. Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th Cir. 1986).

Di ckerson mai ntains that Jordan’s actions were notivated by
earlier conplaints about Jordan’s conduct. Such a cl ai m of
retaliation is without nerit, as D ckerson has failed to “all ege
a chronol ogy of events fromwhich retaliation nmay plausibly be

inferred.” Wods v. Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th Cr. 1995).

Di ckerson’s subjective belief that Jordan was notivated by

retaliation is insufficient to support the claim Johnson v.

Rodri quez, 110 F.3d 299, 310 (5th Gr. 1997).

Di ckerson has failed to challenge the district court’s
di sm ssal of his clains against the other supervisory defendants.
| ssues that are not briefed on appeal are deened abandoned. See

Bri nkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744,

748 (5th Gir. 1987).

Di ckerson has failed to show that the district court erred

in dismssing his civil rights lawsuit. See Black v. Warren, 134
F.3d 732, 733-34 (5th Gr. 1998). Consequently, the judgnent of
the district court is AFFI RVED



