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

No. 96-60324
Conf er ence Cal endar

JI MW DALE TAYLOR,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
CHRI STI NE HOUSTON,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 4:94-CV-260-S-A

) August 21, 1996
Before KING DUHE, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jinmmy Dal e Tayl or, M ssissippi inmate #53474, appeals the

dism ssal as frivolous of his civil rights conplaint. He argues

that the district court incorrectly relied upon Heck v. Hunphrey,

114 S. C. 2364, 2372 (1994) in determning that his conpl ai nt
has no arguable basis in law. A review of Taylor’s conplaint and
his appellate argunent indicates that the Heck rule is not an

i npedi ment to Taylor’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 cause of action. That

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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is, if Taylor were successful in this suit, the judgnent would
not mandate a change in the fact or duration of his confinenent.

He woul d only be considered eligible for parole. . MGewv.

Texas Bd. of Pardons & Paroles, 47 F.3d 158, 161 (5th Gr. 1995)

(applying the Heck rule to conpl aint challenging parole board’s
purported extension of a sentence and revocation of nandatory
supervi sion).

Because a M ssissippi inmate does not have a
constitutionally protected interest in parole eligibility under
M ss. Code Ann. 8 47-7-3 (Supp. 1995), we affirmon this

alternate ground. See Scales v. Mssissippi State Parole Bd.,

831 F.2d 565, 566 (5th Cr. 1987); see also Sandin v. Conner, 115

S. . 2293, 2294 (1995).
AFFI RVED.



