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PER CURI AM *

Law ence Scott Giffith, Texas prisoner # 419218, appeals
the district court’s with prejudice dismssal of his 42 U S. C
8§ 1983 conplaint as frivolous. Giffith's conplaint alleged that
prison officials conspired to fabricate fal se drug-use charges
against him and that the defendants’ actions were taken out of

desire to retaliate against himfor |eaking an alleged prison

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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health hazard to outside authorities, and for hel pi ng ot her
inmates file grievances agai nst prison personnel.

On appeal, Giffith contends that the district court abused
its discretion in dismssing his conplaint wwth prejudice. He
argues that his conplaint sufficiently alleged a chronol ogy of
events from which unlawful retaliation could be inferred,
especially in light of the Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice’s
Il ong history of retaliating against prisoners. Giffith also
asserts that, contrary to the district court’s findings, his
admnistrative renedies with respect to defendants Minoz-Smth
and Smth were exhausted.

Giffith s claimof retaliation for assisting another inmate
wth his prison grievance fails as a matter of |aw since the act
of providing | egal assistance to fellow inmates does not

inplicate a constitutionally protected right. See Tighe v. Wll,

100 F. 3d 41, 43 (5th Cr. 1996). Wth respect to his reporting
of an alleged health hazard to outside authorities, Giffith
fails to recite an adequate chronol ogy of events from which

retaliation may plausibly be inferred. See Wods v. Smth, 60

F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th Cr. 1995). Accordingly, regardl ess whether
Giffith’s admnistrative renmedi es were exhausted, his

concl usional allegations that the defendants conspired to

contam nate his drug test lack nerit. The district court’s with
prejudice dismssal of Giffith’s 42 U S.C. § 1983 action as

frivolous is therefore affirned.
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