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

No. 95-60098
Conf er ence Cal endar

PATRI CK STEWART,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
L. GLENN HOWELL, Forner Superi ntendent
SSMC. 1., in his personal capacity;
CHARLES C. BAILEY, Chief of Security, SSMC.I.
RICHARD L. MARTIN, in his official capacity as
Superintendent of the South M ssissipp
Correctional Facility,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:93-CV-291
(Cct ober 18, 1995)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Patrick Stewart appeals the dismssal of his civil rights
suit. W construe his argunents as a challenge to the district
court's |l egal conclusion concerning Stewart's clai m of

retaliation. Revi ew i s de novo. Exxon Corp. Vv. Crosby-

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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M ssi ssippi Resources, Ltd., 40 F.3d 1474, 1480-81 (5th G r. 1995).

A prisoner has no constitutional right to a specific work

assignnent. Jackson v. Cain, 864 F.2d 1235, 1248 n.3 (5th Gr.

1989). Prison officials may transfer prisoners to any job "for
al nost any reason or no reason at all." 1d. However, a job
transfer cannot be nmade in retaliation against the exercise of
constitutional rights. 1d. Likew se, a prisoner has no

constitutional right to be housed in a particular facility. See

Aimyv. Waki nekona, 461 U. S. 238, 244-45 (1983).

"To state a claimof retaliation an i nmate nust allege the
violation of a specific constitutional right and be prepared to
establish that but for the retaliatory notive the conpl ai ned of

incident . . . would not have occurred.” Wuods v. Snith, 60 F.3d

1161, 1166 (5th Gr. 1995) (footnote omtted). "The inmate nust
produce direct evidence of [the defendants'] notivation or

all ege a chronol ogy of events fromwhich retaliation may

pl ausi bly be inferred.” [d. (internal quotation marks and
footnote omtted). |If the conduct alleged to constitute
retaliation would not, by itself, raise the inference that such
conduct was retaliatory, the assertion of the claimitself

W t hout supporting facts is insufficient. See Wittington v.

Lynaugh, 842 F.2d 818, 819 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 488 U S 840

(1988).

Stewart's allegations do not support an inference of
retaliation. See Wods, 60 F.3d at 1166. His reliance upon the
common enpl oyer of the defendants and the alleged thieves at the

Harrison County, M ssissippi, Community Wrk Center (CWC) and
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upon the expectation of the George County, M ssissippi, OXC

enpl oyees of Stewart's arrival is insufficient to support the
necessary inference of retaliation, especially in light of the
reasonabl e concern for Stewart's welfare if he remained at the
Harrison CAC. Thus, the court did not err in concluding that no
constitutional violation had occurred.

To the extent that Stewart argues that error occurred at the
evidentiary hearing conducted by the nmagistrate judge, in |ight
of the above analysis, any error at the hearing would have been
harm ess. See Fed. R Gv. P. 61

Thi s appeal borders on the frivolous. W caution Stewart
that any additional frivolous appeals filed by himor on his
behalf will invite the inposition of sanctions. To avoid
sanctions, Stewart is further cautioned to review all pending
appeal s to ensure that they do not raise argunents that are
frivol ous because they have been previously decided by this
court.

AFFI RVED.  ADMONI Tl ON | SSUED.



