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EDI TH H JONES, Circuit Judge:”

Jeffrey Camacho appeals, based on the district court’s
certificate of appealability, the denial of his federal habeas
corpus petition. Follow ng the enactnent of AEDPA, this court may
reverse only if the state court’s denial of relief resulted in a
decision that was contrary to, or involved in an unreasonable
application of federal |aw, or depended upon an unreasonabl e
determnation of the facts by the state courts. 28 U. S . C

§ 2254(d). Camacho asserts that his procedural due process rights

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



were violated in the course of the Texas Parol e revocati on process.
Finding no clear m sapplication of federal |aw under the exacting
st andards now applicable, we affirm

The Texas Board of Pardons and Parol es rel eased Canacho
on parole on April 19, 1995. Only three nonths later, the Board
issued a warrant for his arrest on six charges of parole
viol ations. Camacho pled true to five of those violations, and the
Board revoked his parole on Decenber 5, 1995.

Camacho contends that he was deni ed due process because
“the state parole authorities, after issuing a ‘final disposition
to continue his earlier parole, later issued a purported second
‘final disposition’ revoking that parole, based solely on a new
charge which cane to light after the initial ‘final disposition.
We conclude, however, that the state courts did not plainly
m sconstrue federal law in rejecting Camacho’s habeas petition
The procedural rights offered Canacho were essentially in accord

wth Mrrissey v. Brewer, 408 U S. 471, 92 S. . 2593 (1972).

Camacho chose to waive the specific Mrrissey protections and to
admt his guilt to five of the six charges. The only renaining
guestion was the extent of penalty he would receive. There is no
dispute that the |east penalty he expected was custody in an
I nternmedi ate Secure Facility, which represented a conti nued | oss of
liberty. Whet her Canmacho suffered |SF incarceration or prison
confi nenent pursuant to actual parole revocationis inmaterial for
procedural due process purposes, as a prisoner has no due process

rights to a specific custody classification. Sondinv. Connor, 515




U S 472, 115 S. . 2293 (1995). Moreover, the inpact of the then-
pendi ng child custody charges on his parole revocation is either
specul ative or a matter of harm ess error. By admtting parole
vi ol ati ons, Canmacho subjected hinself to whatever punishnment the
Board of Pardons and Parol es chose to inpose; their flip-flop on
the level of continued custody, in and of itself, raises only an
i ssue of Texas and not federal constitutional |aw

The Board’'s procedures accorded to Camacho did not
unreasonably conflict with Murrissey. The judgnent of the district
court is AFFI RMED.



