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

No. 01-41308
Summary Cal endar

CHARLES RAY MOSLEY,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
KENNETH THOWPSON, Captain, Coffield Unit; M CHAEL SI ZEMORE
Assi stant Warden, Coffield Unit:; CARL DROST, Unit Grievance
| nvestigator, Coffield Unit,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:01-CV-401

~ April 26, 2002

Bef ore DUHE', BARKSDALE, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charl es Ray Mosl ey, Texas prisoner # 788987, filed a 42
U S C 8§ 1983 conplaint alleging that defendant Kenneth Thonpson
retaliated against himby transferring himto a different housing
unit after he attenpted to informally resolve a grievance
i nvol ving his opportunity to shower. He alleged that the other

defendants failed to investigate this incident and conspired to

deny his grievances. The district court dism ssed the conplaint

Pursuant to 5" CR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5" QR R 47.5. 4.
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as frivolous and for failure to state a claim See 28 U S.C.
8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) (i) & (ii).

W affirmon the alternate ground that the facts descri bed
by Mosley do not “allege a chronol ogy of events from which

retaliation may plausibly be inferred.” Wods v. Smth, 60 F.3d

1161, 1166 (5th Gr. 1995). Mosley states that Thonpson had said
that if Mosley wanted to shower he would be transferred to
anot her housing unit; when Misley continued to request a shower,
Thonpson ordered the transfer. Thus, Thonpson’s actions were
consistent with his previously stated decision, and Msl ey has
not shown a retaliatory notive

The district court incorrectly relied on 42 U. S. C
8§ 1997e(b) to dismss Mdsley's other clainms. That section
applies only to 42 U S.C. § 1983 actions filed by the Attorney
General. See 42 U . S.C. 88 1997e(b), 1997a, 1997c. Nevert hel ess,
Mosl ey’ s all egations do not give rise to a constitutional claim

See Hernandez v. Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th G r. 1986)

(violations of prison regulations, wthout nore, do not give rise
to a 42 U S. C 8§ 1983 cause of action). None of Mosley’'s
grievances triggered due process concerns because they did not
involve a “significant hardship . . . in relation to the ordinary

incidents of prison life.” Sandin v. Conner, 515 U S. 472, 484

(1995) .

AFFI RVED.



