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

No. 02-50021
Summary Cal endar

CLARE BETH MOCORE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
VWAYNE SCOIT, Director, Texas
Departnent of Crimnal Justice
Institutional D vision; LINDA
AMVENT; TERESA MOYA,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. W 00- CV-309

Before DAVIS, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Clare Beth Moore, Texas inmate # 778645, appeals the
di sm ssal of her civil rights suit filed pursuant to 42 U S. C
§ 1983, for failure to state a claim A conplaint filed |IFP may
be dismssed if it fails to state a claimon which relief nmay be

granted. See 28 U.S.C. 88 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) and 1915A. Cur

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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review i s de novo standard. See Black v. Warren, 134 F.3d 732,

734 (5th Cir. 1998).

Moore argues that prison officials retaliated against her
for exercising her First Anendnent rights. The facts which More
presents, however, do not supply direct evidence of notivation,
nor has she alleged a chronol ogy of events fromwhich retaliation

may plausibly be inferred. Wods v. Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1166

(5th Gr. 1995).

Moore argues that the district court erred when it dism ssed
her claimthat the defendants conspired to allow an inmate to
steal her craft supplies. Moore s factual allegations assert no
nmore than a random and unaut hori zed deprivati on of property, and
Texas provides an adequate post-deprivation renmedy for such
clains. Therefore, More has no underlying constitutional right

in connection with the alleged conspiracy. Parratt v. Taylor,

451 U. S. 527, 541-44 (1981); Hudson v. Palner, 468 U S. 517, 533

(1984); see also Murphy v. Collins, 26 F.3d 541, 543 (5th Cr

1994) .

Moor e argues that she should have been allowed to anend her
conplaint to allege that the defendants harassed her in
retaliation for filing the lawsuit by denying her access to the
courts and so that she could substitute defendants in their
official capacities, add defendants in their individual
capacities, ask for econom c damages for the |oss of earning

power in the craft shop, and ask for punitive damages. Because
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t he anendnent Moore sought was futile, the district court’s
denial of her notion to anmend should be affirnmed. Avatar

Exploration, Inc. v. Chevron, US A, Inc., 933 F.2d 314, 321

(5th Gr. 1991). Her argunent that venue was inproper is wthout
a legal basis. The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED
Moore’s various notions to supplenent or anend her brief and

the record are DEN ED



