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PER CURI AM *

McArt hur Johnson appeals fromthe dismssal, as frivol ous,
of his false inprisonnent action under 42 U . S.C. § 1983.
See 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e). Johnson, who was fornerly a Loui si ana
prisoner, alleged that after a release date of April 28, 2003,
had been established, he was charged with a disciplinary
violation and was inprisoned for 45 days beyond such date due

to the forfeiture of good-tine credits resulting fromthe

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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disciplinary conviction. Qur reviewis for abuse of discretion.

See Norton v. Dinmazana, 122 F.3d 286, 291 (5th GCr. 1997).

The Suprenme Court has held that a plaintiff in a 42 U S C
§ 1983 action may not recover damages for “allegedly
unconstitutional conviction or inprisonnment, or for other
harm caused by actions whose unl awf ul ness woul d render a
conviction or sentence invalid,” unless he “prove[s] that the
conviction or sentence has been reversed on direct appeal,
expunged by executive order, declared invalid by a state tribunal
aut hori zed to nmake such determ nations, or called into question
by a federal court’s issuance of a wit of habeas corpus.”

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

has extended Heck to prison disciplinary proceedi ngs, concl uding
that clainms for damages and declaratory relief that necessarily
inply the invalidity of the punishnent inposed in a disciplinary
conviction are not cognizable in a 42 U S.C. 8 1983 proceedi ng.

See Edwards v. Balisok, 520 U. S. 641, 646-48 (1997).

Johnson’s assertion that he was falsely inprisoned as a
result of the prison disciplinary charge and the | oss of good-
time credits inposed follow ng his disciplinary conviction,
if credited, would necessarily inply that his conviction and
sentence for the disciplinary case was invalid, thus affecting
the duration of his confinement. Because Johnson has not shown

that the disciplinary case has been overturned, he cannot
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maintain a 42 U . S.C. 8§ 1983 action agai nst the defendants for

damages. See Edwards, 520 U. S. at 648; Heck, 512 U S. at 486-87.

Johnson has failed to show that the district court
abused its discretion in dismssing his action under Heck.
Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.

AFFI RVED.



