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

No. 02-10022
Conf er ence Cal endar

ALVI N COLEMAN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

BRUCE WAYNE WORTHAM # 584610 Price

Daniel Unit; T.J. MEDART, Warden, Price Dani el
Unit; NO FI RST NAME SVEEETI N, Assi st ant

Wwarden, Price Daniel Unit; MAJOR SM TH,

Price Daniel Unit; CAPTAI N RANSBURGER

Price Daniel Unit; NO FI RST NAME ROTH,

State Unit Cassification, Price Daniel Unit,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 5:00-Cv-181

 June 18, 2002
Before H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Al vin Col eman, Texas prisoner # 665951, appeals the district
court’s 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) dism ssal as frivolous of his

pro se, in forma pauperis 42 U S. C. 8§ 1983 civil rights

conplaint, alleging that he received a false disciplinary case in

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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retaliation for his having conplained to Texas Departnment of
Crimnal Justice (“TDCJ”) officials about verbal threats he
received froma fellow inmte, Bruce Wayne Wort ham  The district
court’s dismssal is reviewed for an abuse of discretion. Norton

v. Dinmazana, 122 F.3d 286, 291 (5th Gr. 1997).

An essential elenment of a retaliation claimis the ability
to show causation, i.e., that the conpl ai ned-of disciplinary
cases woul d not have occurred absent the retaliatory notive. See

Johnson v. Rodriguez, 110 F.3d 299, 310 (5th Gr. 1997); Wods v.

Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th Gr. 1995). As the district court
determ ned, Coleman’s allegations are insufficient to show
retaliatory notive. Although Col eman argues that he alleged a
chronol ogy of events fromwhich retaliation can reasonably be
inferred, he is incorrect. Coleman alleged that he conpl ai ned
about Wrthamto Assistant Warden Sweeten, Major Smith, Captain
Ransburger, and Unit Cassification Director Roth in January 1998
and that he received a disciplinary case six nonths |ater from
War den Medart and Lieutenant Sinpson for participating in a riot.
No causal connection can be inferred between these facially

unrel ated events, occurring six nonths apart and not involving
the same TDCJ officials. Coleman’s allegations of retaliatory
ani nus are wholly conclusional, anmounting to no nore than his
personal belief that he was retaliated against, and they are

thus i nsufficient. See Johnson, 110 F.3d at 310; Wods, 60 F. 3d

at 1166.
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Col eman has not denonstrated an abuse of discretion on the
district court’s part. H's argunent that he should have been
permtted to amend his conplaint rather than face dismssal is
patently frivol ous because he was in fact given several chances
to el aborate upon his claim The district court’s judgnent is

AFF| RMED.



