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

No. 98-20447
Summary Cal endar

PRUDENCI O CORDOVA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

J. BOLTON, G LBERTO M GONZALES; BOBBY J. FLANAGAN;
W BOOTH, JOHN F. MCAULI FFE

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas

USDC No. CV-96-H 2938

Decenber 27, 1999

Before DAVIS, DUHE, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM 1

Prudenci o Cordova, Texas prisoner # 238666, appeals the
di sm ssal of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 conplaint as frivol ous pursuant
to 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) pursuant to a Spears hearing.
Cordova argues that the defendants failed to submt relevant
records prior to the evidentiary hearing; with respect to his
retaliation claim that the district court had overlooked his
statenent that Bolton had pointed himout to two other officers as
the person who had filed a conplaint against him wth respect to

his excessive force claim that the district court had overl ooked

IPursuant to 5TH GCR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



that the “pinch” was an injury intended as punishnment that served
no legitimite penal interest; that the defendants had conspired
against him and the district court had overl ooked the fact that a
liberty interest had been viol ated when he was disciplined solely
on the word of an officer.

Cordova has not shown that the district court abused its
discretion in dismssing his conplaint as frivolous. Har per v.
Showers, 174 F.3d 716, 718 (5th Cr. 1999). Cordova did not
express any need for the docunents during the evidentiary hearing,
and he was given an opportunity to describe the nature of his
conpl ai nt. Cordova has also failed to denonstrate that the
all egedly fal se disciplinary charge woul d not have occurred absent

the retaliatory notive. Wods v. Smth, 60 F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th

Cir. 1995). The bruise to Cordova’s armwas a de mnims injury,
insufficient to support an Ei ght h Amendnent excessive-force claim

Gonez v. Chandler, 163 F.3d 921, 924 (5th Cr. 1999). Cordova’'s

bald allegations regarding the existence of a conspiracy are

insufficient to raise a § 1983 claim Lynch v. Cannatella, 810

F.2d 1363, 1369-70 (5th Cr. 1987). Finally, Cordova s puni shnent
as a result of the disciplinary conviction does not inplicate a
liberty interest protected by the Due Process C ause. Luken v.

Scott, 71 F.3d 192, 193 (5th Gr. 1995); Mdison v. Parker, 104

F.3d 765, 767-68 (5th Gr. 1997).
AFFI RVED.



