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

No. 01-11339
Summary Cal endar

CEORGE A. CLEVELAND,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
G LDA HARVEY; VI CTOR RODRI QUEZ,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:01-CV-485-Y

February 15, 2002
Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Ceorge A Cevel and, Texas prisoner #422864, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conpl ai nt
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)

On appeal, O eveland chall enges the dism ssal of his clains
relating to his parole revocation proceeding. As O evel and has
not alleged that his revocati on has been overturned, he cannot
raise a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 challenge to the revocati on proceedi ngs.
Littles v. Bd. of Pardons and Paroles Div., 68 F.3d 122, 123 (5th
CGr. 1995).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Cl evel and contends that he has been deni ed parol e based upon
false information in his record, resulting in cruel and unusual
puni shnment. Texas | aw does not create an expectation of release
on parole, and C evel and does not have a constitutional right to

release. See Oellana v. Kyle, 65 F. 3d 29, 32 (5th Gr. 1995);

Johnson v. Rodriguez, 110 F.3d 299, 308-09 (5th Gr. 1997).

Cl evel and all eges that he was denied parole in retaliation
for his wit-witing activities. He has failed to “allege a
chronol ogy of events fromwhich retaliation may pl ausibly be

inferred.” Wods v. Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th Cr. 1995).

Hi s conclusional allegations of retaliation are insufficient to
support relief. Baker v. Putnal, 75 F.3d 190, 195 (5th GCr.
1996) .

Cl evel and asserts conclusionally that he was deni ed parole
because of discrimnatory notive. He has failed, however, to
brief this argunent, as even a pro se prisoner is required to do.

See Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Gr. 1995). |Issues

that are not briefed on appeal are deened abandoned. Brinkmann

v. Dallas Co. Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.3d 744, 748 (5th Cr

1987).

Cl evel and al so contends for the first tine on appeal that he
was i nproperly denied good-tinme credits upon the revocation of
his parole. An issue raised for the first tinme on appeal is not
reviewable unless it involves a purely legal issue. Diaz v.
Collins, 114 F.3d 69, 71 n.5 (5th Gr. 1997).

Clevel and has failed to show that the district court erred

in dismssing his civil rights lawsuit. See Black v. Warren, 134
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F.3d 732, 733-34 (5th Gr. 1998). Consequently, the judgnent of
the district court is AFFI RMVED.



