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PER CURI AM *

M chael Al ex Fields, Texas prisoner # 605621, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S. C 8§ 1983 conplaint for
failure to conply with the magistrate judge's order to submt a
standardi zed 42 U. S.C. 8 1983 form He argues that the district
court abused its discretion in dismssing his conplaint with
prejudice as his original conplaint was not deficient and

conplied with the Federal Rules of G vil Procedure and the

" Pursuant to 5TH QG RoU T RUE 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 QRaUT
RULE 47.5. 4.
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general rules of pleading. W need not decide the issue,
however, because the district court determned in the alternative
that Fields’s conplaint should be dismssed as his clains were

barred by Edwards v. Balisok, 520 U S. 641, 648 (1997). Because

Fields’s clainms would necessarily inply the invalidity of the
prison disciplinary action if successful, the district court did
not err in determning that the clains were barred by Edwards.
Therefore, the court AFFIRVS the district court’s judgnment on

this ground. See Esteves v. Brock, 106 F.3d 674, 676 (5th Cr.

1997); Sojourner T v. Edwards, 974 F.2d 27, 30 (5th Gr. 1992).

The district court, however, should have dism ssed Fields's
conplaint without prejudice to his right to refile the conplaint
inthe future if his disciplinary case is reversed or decl ared

invalid. See darke v. Stalder, 154 F.3d 186, 189 (5th G

1998) (en banc). As a result, the court MODI FIES the district
court’s judgnent to reflect that the dism ssal is wthout
prej udi ce.

AFFI RMED AS MODI FI ED



