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

No. 01-40867
Summary Cal endar

REG NALD JONES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
TAWANA WOERNER;, DEBCORAH DENBY; M CHAEL TAVARES;
Rl CHARD ALFORD; TRACY MCLIN; SHENANE BOSTON,
CHARLES HESTER; C. A. WLLI AMSON, DAVI D SVEEETI N;
PRI SCI LLA DALY; KELLI WARD; GARY JCOHNSON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:01-CVv-61

 February 22, 2002
Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Regi nal d Jones, Texas prisoner # 781143, appeals fromthe
district court's judgnent dismssing his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 action

as frivolous. We review the district court's determ nation for

abuse of discretion. Harper v. Showers, 174 F. 3d 716, 718 (5th

Cr. 1999)
Jones argues that Defendant Woerner filed fal se disciplinary

reports against himin retaliation for grievances that Jones

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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filed agai nst Wherner. Jones has not addressed in his brief the
district court's holding that he is barred by the statute of
limtations from pursuing clains based on events occurring prior
to February 28, 1999, or that the instant conplaint properly
concerned only the disciplinary cases filed by Werner on
Decenber 31, 1999, and Decenber 28, 2000. Jones has al so not
briefed his contention in the district court that the Decenber
31, 1999, disciplinary case was retaliatory. Accordingly, these

clains are deened abandoned. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222,

224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). As for the Decenber 28, 2000,

di sciplinary case, which was filed nearly one year after Jones's
previ ous contact with Werner, we conclude that Jones has failed
to show a chronol ogy of events fromwhich a retaliatory notive

may plausibly be inferred. See Wods v. Snmth, 60 F.3d 1161

1166 (5th G r. 1995).

Jones al so argues that defendants Denby, Tavares, and Alford
failed to foll ow proper procedure in review ng the disciplinary
conpl ai nt and di scovering Werner's alleged retaliation. To the
extent that Jones chall enges the defendants' conpliance with
internal rules for conducting disciplinary proceedings, the
failure of prison admnistrators to follow prison rules and
regul ati ons does not, without nore, give rise to a constitutional

violation. Mers v. Klevenhagen, 97 F.3d 91, 94 (5th GCr. 1996).

Jones next argues that his due process rights were violated
in the disciplinary hearing conducted by defendant Hester.
Because Jones seeks damages and the restoration of |ost good tine

credits as a result of the disciplinary hearing, he cannot assert
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his due process clains in a 42 U S. C 8§ 1983 action unless he
first shows that the result was reversed on direct appeal,
expunged by executive order, declared invalid by an authorized
state tribunal, or called into question by a federal court's

i ssuance of a wit of habeas corpus under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 2254. See

Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477, 486 (1994); Edwards v. Bali sok,

520 U. S. 641, 648 (1997). Jones has not nmade such a show ng, and
his clainms are barred by Heck and Bali sok.

Jones al so argues that he received i nadequate assi stance
fromhis counsel substitute. Because there is no constitutiona
right to counsel in prison disciplinary hearings, Jones's claim

is without nerit. See Enriquez v. Mtchell, 533 F.2d 275, 276

(5th Gr. 1976); Wainwight v. Torna, 455 U S. 586, 587-88

(1982) (when no right to counsel exists, one cannot be deprived of
the effective assistance of counsel).

Jones further argues that defendants WIIlianson, Sweetin,
Daly, Ward, and Johnson denied his admnistrative grievances
w t hout affording himdue process or any investigation of the

matter. These clains are conclusional allegations that fail to

support a civil rights claim See Muody v. Baker, 857 F.2d 256,
258 (5th Gr. 1988); Booker v. Koonce, 2 F.3d 114, 117 (5th G

1993).

Finally, Jones contends that he was denied a fair
opportunity to present his clains at the Spears heari ng because
he was not allowed to present a tape of the disciplinary hearing.
The purpose of a Spears hearing is to flesh out the substance of

the prisoner's clains, not to address the nerits of the
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conplaint. See Wesson v. Qglesby, 910 F.2d 278, 281 (5th Cr

1990). W conclude that there was no error in the district
court's refusal to consider the disciplinary tape.

Accordingly, the district court's judgnment is AFFI RVED



