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

No. 99-50044
Summary Cal endar

JOHNNY RAY SEATON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
VI CTOR RODRI GUEZ, Chai r man,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-97-CV-467-JN

 November 15, 1999

Before JOLLY, JONES, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Johnny Ray Seaton, Texas state prisoner #253239, appeals the
dismssal of his civil rights suit filed pursuant to 42 U S. C
§ 1983, for failure to state a cause of action. Seaton argues
that his rel ease on parole under the conditions set forth in Tex.
Code Crim P. art. 42.18 violated the Ex Post Facto C ause, that
he is entitled to injunctive relief against Rodriguez fromfuture

parol e determ nations under article 42.18, that the conditions of

his 1990 parole release required himto admt his guilt, and that

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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his involuntary expul sion from counseling could not reasonably be
consi dered a parol e violation.

None of Seaton’s allegations about his rel ease on parole
state a claimfor 8 1983 relief. Seaton’s clains that he is
entitled to injunctive relief fromapplication of article 42.18
to himin the future do not have cogni zabl e bases under

8§ 1983. See Oellana v. Kyle, 65 F.3d 29, 32 (5th Cr. 1995);

Allison v. Kyle, 66 F.3d 71, 73 (5th Gr. 1995). To the extent

t hat Seat on seeks nonetary danages for an all eged ex post facto
violation leading to the revocation of his parole and for his
assertion that his expulsion fromcounseling was insufficient to
support his parole revocation, his clains are barred by Heck v.

Hunphrey, 512 U. S. 477 (1994). See MG ew v. Texas Bd. of

Pardons & Paroles, 47 F.3d 158, 161 (5th G r. 1995).

Seaton al so argues that he was deni ed due process by the use
before the district court on his habeas petition of the results
of the plethysnograph test, which was conducted w thout his
receiving the Mranda warnings. This argunent is neritless.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



