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

No. 95-10321
Summary Cal endar

LOU S HONMRD CONFER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

B. A JOHNSON, O ficer; P. LYNN BROOKS; M CHELLE HARTMAN
Assistant District Attorney, Tarrant County, Texas; MARY SCHERER
SHARONE SUTTON, C. D. BEAN, Detective; BELKER O PASCHALL, 111,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Northern District of Texas

(4:95 CV 00167)
( July 31, 1995 )

Before SMTH, Emlio M GARZA, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
Per curiam’

Loui s Howard Confer (Confer), a Texas state prisoner, filed a
pro se, in forma pauperis claimpursuant to 42 U S.C. § 1983. The

district court dismssed. W affirm

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the | egal profession.”
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



DI SCUSSI ON

Confer alleged in his 8§ 1983 conpl aint that he was arrested on
a burglary charge that was |ater dropped, but his parole was
neverthel ess revoked as a result of that charge. The district
court found that the gravanen of his conplaint was a challenge to
the revocation of his parole and his continued inprisonnent.
Because Confer's conplaint indicated that his state court petitions
for habeas corpus have been denied, the district court found that
his § 1983 cl ai ns based upon the revocation of his parol e have not
yet accrued. Heck v. Hunphrey, = US |, 114 S.C. 2364, 2372,
129 L.Ed.2d 383 (1994). These clainms were disnm ssed wthout
prejudice to refiling.

The district court went on to hold that Mchelle Hartman, the
Assistant District Attorney who prosecuted the case; P. Lynn
Brooks, the attorney appointed to represent Confer; and Mary
Scherer and Sharone Sutton, the parole officers that recommended
that Confer's parole be revoked, were entitled to absolute
immunity. Al clainms agai nst these defendants were di sm ssed with
prejudice. See McGew v. Texas Bd. of Pardons & Paroles, 47 F.3d
158 (5th CGr. 1995). To the extent that Confer's cl ai ns agai nst C.
D. Bean and B. A Johnson are based upon their providing testinony
at Confer's parole revocation hearing, these clains were also
di sm ssed with prejudice. Johnson v. Kegans, 870 F.2d 992, 997
(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 492 U S. 921 (1989).

Confer reurges the nerits of his various clains on appeal, but



rai ses no challenge to the district court's hol di ng under Heck, and
this Court's inmunity jurisprudence. Having exam ned the record,

we find no error inthe district court's order, which we therefore

AFFI RM



