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

No. 96-20032
USDC No. CA-H-95-1279

PAUL EARL DORSEY,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
JOHN E. STINE; MARSHALL D. HERKLOT;
B. DRI VER, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF
CRI M NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL
DI VI SI CN,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas

July 25, 1996
Before DAVIS, PARKER and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Paul Earl Dorsey, Texas prisoner #642562, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S . C § 1983 action as
frivol ous under 28 U . S.C. § 1915(d). For the first tine on
appeal , Dorsey argues that prison officials violated certain
prison regul ati ons concerni ng access to nedi cal treatnent.

Because Dorsey raised this claimfor the first time on appeal, we

review for plain error. Douglass v. United Serv. Auto. Ass’'n, 79

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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F.3d 1415, 1417 (5th Cr. 1996)(en banc). Dorsey’s allegation
that prison officials violated a prison regul ati on does not

establish a constitutional violation. See Jackson v. Cain, 864

F.2d 1235, 1251 (5th Cr. 1989). Therefore, there is no error,
pl ai n or otherw se.

Dorsey argues that the punishnent inposed in the
di sci plinary proceedings, the | oss of a substantial anount of
good-tinme credits, was excessive and di sproportionate to the
of fenses charged. Because Dorsey’s claimcalls into question the
duration of his confinenent, he nust chall enge successfully the
deci sion denying his good-tine credits in a habeas corpus action

before bringing a 8 1983 action. See Heck v. Hunphrey, 114 S

Ct. 2364, 2372 (1994); Preiser v. Rodriguez, 411 U S. 475, 500

(1973); Wlson v. Foti, 832 F.2d 891, 892 (5th Gir. 1987).

Dorsey argues that the three disciplinary proceedi ngs
vi ol ated his due process rights, that they were not supported by
the evidence, and that he was denied access to the prison
grievance system W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion and find no abuse of discretion in the dismssal.

See Denton v. Hernandez, 504 U. S. 25, 31-32 (1992).

Dorsey has not raised a nonfrivol ous issue for appeal. See

Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983).

Accordingly, his notion for IFP is DEN ED and his appeal is
DI SM SSED AS FRIVOLOUS. 5th CGr. R 42.2. Dorsey’'s “Application

for Process of Service,” notion for discovery, notion for
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production of docunments, notion for interrogatories, notion for
adm ssion, and notion for continuance are al so DEN ED.

MOTI ONS DENI ED;, APPEAL DI SM SSED.



