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

No. 95-40472
Summary Cal endar

JOSEPH H. W LLI AVS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JAMES A, COLLINS, DI RECTOR,
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL
JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON,

Def endant - Appel | ee,
and

DEVI N C. MJSSLEMAN, Li eutenant

Coffield Unit; DAVID N DUHON,

Correctional O ficer, Coffield Unit;

DAVID T. DOUGAS, Correctional O ficer,
Coffield Unit; DANNY WLLIAMS, Correctional
Oficer, Coffield Unit; KENNETH J.

S| NGLETARY; STEVEN W LLI AMS, Correctional
Oficer, Coffield Unit; DOYLE WOQOD,
Correctional O ficer, Coffield Unit;
ROBERT LEI'S, Correctional Oficer, Coffield
Unit; JAVES B. HENRY, Correctional Oficer,
Coffield Unit; GARY BROWN, Correctional
Oficer, Coffield Unit; JAMES L. HUBERT,
Disciplinary Captain, Coffield Unit;

PATRI CK K. VEST, Coffield Unit,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for
the Eastern District of Texas
(6: 94- CV- 286)

) (Cct ober 17, 1995)
Bef ore REAVLEY, DUHE and WENER, C rcuit Judges.



PER CURI AM *

The dism ssal of this 8§ 1983 action by the district court,
on grounds of no arguable nerit (8 1915(d)) is affirnmed for the
foll ow ng reasons:

1. The suit conplains of a disciplinary hearing and 1993
confiscation duplicating the events conplained of in a previous
suit that was dismssed. Wether or not the prior dismssal was

wth prejudice, the claimhas been litigated and is now

forecl osed. See Graves v. Hanpton, 1 F.3d 315, 318 (5th Gr.
1993).

2. The claimfor deprivation of his property by state
officials is not a proper 8 1983 clai mwhen state | aw provides
an adequate renedy. However, WIllians al so argues that the
property was confiscated in retaliation for his exercise of his
constitutional right of access to the courts. The difficulty in
that, by conplaint or in the Spears hearing, WIIlianms was unabl e
to give nore than an opinion to support his claim

3. Wl ians abandoned his cl ai magai nst Captain Hubert by
giving no justification or argunent to support it.

4. The disciplinary case was overturned, and the procedure

by which it happened is immterial to this case.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: “The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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5. The conpl ai nt agai nst Collins sets out no connection
between Collins and the I oss of WIllianms’ good-tine credit if the
loss is due to admnnistrative error. |If there is no
admnistrative error, he may not challenge his loss of credit by

8§ 1983 but only by habeas corpus. Heck v. Hunphrey, 114 S. C

2364, 2372 (1994).
6. He has shown no liberty interest to receive papers
follow ng the confiscation of property determ ned to be

cont r aband. See Sandin v. Conner, 115 S.Ct. 2293, 2297-2300

(1995) .
AFFI RVED.



