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FABI AN SANTI AGO,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

ARNI TA MARTIN, Parole O ficer, in her individual and

of ficial capacity; ROSLYN HALL (HUBBARD), Parole Ofice
Supervisor, in her individual and official capacity;
ALBERT WEZT, in his individual and official capacity,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 03-CV-1516

Before JOLLY, JONES, and SMTH, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Fabi an Santiago, fornmerly Texas inmate #719034, proceeding

pro se and in forma pauperis (“IFP’"), appeals the dismssal for

failure to state a claimof his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl aint.
Santiago asserts that the appellees conspired to retaliate
agai nst hi m because he conpl ai ned about Parole O ficer Arnita

Martin. Santiago contends that the appellees ensured that his

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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parol e was revoked, and he argues that the revocation process
violated his constitutional rights.

In Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477, 486-87 (1994), the Court

held that to recover damages for unconstitutional inprisonnent, a
42 U.S.C. § 1983 plaintiff nust prove that his conviction or
sentence has been reversed on direct appeal, expunged by
executive order, declared invalid by an authorized state
tribunal, or called into question by a federal court’s issuance
of a wit of habeas corpus under 28 U S.C. § 2254. Heck applies
to parole revocation proceedings and to Santiago’ s request for

injunctive relief. See Carke v. Stalder, 154 F.3d 186, 190-91

(5th Gr. 1998) (en banc); Jackson v. Vannoy, 49 F.3d 175, 177

(5th Gr. 1995).
Santiago has not challenged the district court’s reasons for
dismssing his conplaint. Santiago thus has abandoned the only

i ssue on appeal. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d, 222, 224-25

(5th Gr. 1993).
Santiago’ s appeal is wthout arguable nerit, is frivolous

and is DISM SSED. 5TH QR R 42.2; Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215,

219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). The district court’s dism ssal of
Santiago’s conplaint counts as a strike under the Prison

Litigation Reform Act. Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 387

(5th Gr. 1996). Santiago is WARNED that if he accunul ates three
“strikes” under 28 U S.C. § 1915(g) he will not be able to

proceed in forma pauperis in any civil action or appeal filed
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while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is
under i nmm nent danger of serious physical injury. 28 U S C
8§ 1915(Qq).

APPEAL DI SM SSED, SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



