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

No. 00-11098
Summary Cal endar

ALVI N COLEMAN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
BRUCE WAYNE WORTHAM # 584610, Price Daniel Unit;
T.J. MEDART, Warden, Price Daniel Unit; NFN SWEETEN
Assi stant Warden, Price Daniel Unit; MAJOR SM TH
Price Daniel Unit; CAPTAI N RANSBURGER, Price Dani el

Unit; NFN ROTH, State Unit C assification,
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-C

 Mrch 23, 2001
Before EMLIO M GARZA, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Alvin Col eman, Texas inmate # 665951, appeals the di sm ssal
of his civil rights suit under 28 U S.C. 1915A. Col eman argues
that he is entitled to the restoration of his good-tine credits

and to conpensatory and punitive damges because his due process

rights were violated during a disciplinary proceeding. Because

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Col eman has not shown that his conviction or sentence has not
been invalidated, he fails to state a claim and the district

court’s dismssal was proper. See Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U. S

477, 487 (1994): Edwards v. Balisok, 520 U.S. 641 (1997).

Col eman argues that the defendants’ refusal to provide him
wth a safe environnment was a violation of his Ei ghth Amendnent
ri ghts agai nst cruel and unusual punishnment. Col eman has all eged
only that another inmate nade verbal threats against him The
Prison Litigation Reform Act prohibits prisoners fromrecovering
for mental or enotional injury suffered while in prison, absent a
show ng of physical injury. 42 U S C 8§ 1997e(e); Jones V.
G eninger, 188 F.3d 322, 326 (5th Cr. 1999). Thus, this claim
IS subject to dismssal under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1915A

Col eman argues that after he filed grievances about | nmate
Wort ham he was fal sely accused of being at the scene of a riot.
A prison official may not retaliate agai nst or harass an i nmate
for exercising his right of access to the courts or other First

Amendnent rights. Wods v. Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1164 (5th Cr.

1995). If Coleman’s allegation that prison officials filed a

fal se disciplinary report agai nst himbecause he filed grievances
about Inmate Worthanmis verbal threats is true, Col eman has
sufficiently alleged that he exercised a constitutional right and

that he suffered an adverse act. Thus, the district court’s
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dism ssal of this portion of Coleman’s suit is vacated, and the
case is remanded for further proceedings.

AFFI RVED | N PART; VACATED AND REMANDED I N PART



