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

No. 99-40696
Summary Cal endar

CEDRI C CHARLES FI GGS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
VI CTOR J. VRAZEL; CHARLES LACKEY;
LAURI E MEDI A; KERRY DI XON; MARK DI AZ
LEPHER JENKI NS; HURKALOT, Director

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(99-Cv-81)
" Decenmber 15, 1999
Before POLI TZ, WENER, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Cedric Charles Figgs, Texas prisoner No.
623481, appeals the district court’s dism ssal of his civil rights
conpl aint pursuant to 28 U . S.C. 8 1915(e)(2)(B)(1).

To the extent that Figgs seeks restoration of |ost good-tine
credits, the district court properly dism ssed his clains because

such relief is not avail able under 42 U S.C. § 1983. Prei ser V.

Rodri guez, 411 U. S. 475, 500 (1973); darke v. Stalder, 154 F.3d

186, 189 (5th G r. 1998)(en banc), cert. denied, 119 S. C. 1052

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



(1999). W also find no error in the dismssal of Figgs s clains
of conspiracy because Figgs failed to provide any factual support

for his allegations. Babb v. Dorman, 33 F.3d 472, 476 (5th Gr.

1994); Hale v. Harney, 786 F.2d 688, 690 (5th Gr. 1986).

The district court did err, however, in dismssing Figgs's
claimfor nonetary danages based on all eged due process viol ations
in prison disciplinary proceedings because Figgs specifically
alleged, both in his conplaint and in his objections to the
magi strate judge’s report, that the challenged disciplinary
convi ction had been expunged on adm nistrative review. Heck v.

Hunphrey, 512 U. S. 477, 486-87 (1994); Edwards v. Balisok, 520 U S.

641, 648 (1997); see darke, 154 F.3d at 189. Thus, the district

court abused its discretion when it dism ssed the conplaint wthout

further exploration of Figgs's allegations. Norton v. D nmazana,

122 F. 3d 286, 291 (5th Gr. 1997); Wesson v. (gl esby, 910 F. 2d 278,

281-82 (5th Gir. 1990).

Accordi ngly, the dism ssal of the conplaint is VACATED and t he
case is REMANDED for further proceedings consistent with this
opi ni on.

VACATED AND REMANDED



