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PER CURI AM *

Jeffery Warren Sanders, Texas prisoner # 680206, appeals the
di sm ssal as frivolous of his pro se, in forma pauperis conpl aint.
Sanders has not repeated on appeal his assertions that he was
denied Saturday mail and a newspaper subscription while in the
Gal veston County Jail or that his habeas clainms were not properly
raised in a 42 US C § 1983 action, and these issues are

abandoned. Bri nkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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813 F. 2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987). Hi s assertion that Donna Kli ger
tanpered with and m spl aced | egal docunents is a theory raised for
the first tinme on appeal and is not reviewed by this court.

Leverette v. lLouisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Grr.

1999) .
Sanders’s assertions that Kliger opened his | egal mail outside
of his presence are insufficient to establish a claimof denial of

access to the courts. Brewer v. WIlkinson, 3 F.3d 816, 826 (5th

Cr. 1993). Likew se, Sanders has not alleged a denial of access
to the courts as a result of the inadequacies in the @Gl veston
County Jail law library because he did not allege that his position

as alitigant was prejudiced. Lewis v. Casey, 518 U S. 343, 350-53

(1996) . The district court did not abuse its discretion in

dism ssing these clains as frivol ous. See Siglar v. Hi ghtower,

112 F. 3d 191, 193 (5th Gr. 1997).

Sanders al so asserts that jail enployees refused to correct
jail classification records show ng that Sanders had received tine
served for several bad-check charges, when in fact the charges had
been di sm ssed. The district court did not abuse its discretionin
dismssing his civil rights challenges to these actions as barred

by Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477 (1994). Hi s allegations

inplicate the invalidity of his parole revocation, and Sanders has
not denonstrated that his revocation has been invalidated. Heck,

512 U.S. at 487; Littles v. Bd. of Pardons and Paroles Div.,

68 F.3d 122, 123 (5th Gr. 1995). The judgnent of the district
2



court is therefore AFFI RMVED.

Sanders has noved for correction and nodification of the
record on appeal and for appoi ntnent of counsel. These notions are
DENI ED.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED.



