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Clerk, North Carolina Court of Appeals; J.
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Prisoner’s Legal Services, |ncorporated,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of North Carolina, at Charlotte. GahamC Millen, Chief
District Judge. (CA-01-682-3-MJ02)
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Before WLLIAMS and KING Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Dougl as Lee Husketh, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Dougl as Lee Husket h appeal s the district court’s order denying
relief on his 42 U S.C A § 1983 (West Supp. 2001) conplaint. W
have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion' and

affirmits decision.? See Husketh v. Sills, No. CA-01-682-3-MJ02

(WD.N.C. Jan. 9, 2002). W dispense wth oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

L'We interpret the district court’s dism ssal as being w thout
prej udi ce.

2 Husketh’s claim is barred because his challenge of his
parole eligibility inplies the invalidity of his continued
confinement, and Husketh nmakes no showi ng that his conviction or
sentence has been invalidated or called into question by the
i ssuance of a federal wit of habeas corpus. See Heck v. Hunphrey,
512 U. S. 477, 486-87 (1994); MGew v. Texas Bd. of Pardons &
Paroles, 47 F.3d 158, 161 (5th Cr. 1995) (holding action
chal l enging validity of parol e proceedings calls into question fact
of confinenent and thus nust satisfy Heck el enent).




