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Bef ore JONES, BARKSDALE, and PRADO Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

John T. Josey, a Texas resident and forner pre-trial
det ai nee, appeals the dismssal of his 42 U S C § 1983 civil
rights suit as frivolous, pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915A(b). The
district court determ ned that Josey’s allegations were barred by

Heck v. Hunmphrey, 512 U S. 477 (1994). Josey alleged in his

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



conplaint that various defendants violated his Fourth Anmendnent
rights and subjected himto malicious prosecution, by illegally
searching and seizing a pick-up truck belonging to his nother and
by arresting and incarcerating Josey. Josey now admts that he
subsequently pleaded gqguilty to a charge of possession of
met hanphet am ne.

Josey does not argue that the Heck bar does not apply.
He has thus effectively waived any contention regarding the | egal
basis for the district court’s dismssal of his conplaint.

See Brinknmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F. 3d 744,

748 (5th Cr. 1987). Josey does argue that he was denied his right
to a speedy trial, that his crimnal defense attorneys nade
m st akes, and that he was denied access to legal and witing
materials. We will not address these clains, which were either not
raised in the district court or set forth inadequately. See

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

1999). The district court did not err in dismssing Josey’'s

conplaint pursuant to 42 U S.C. 8§ 1915A(b), see Ruiz v. United

States, 160 F.3d 273, 274 (5th Gr. 1998), and the judgnent of the
district court is AFFI RVED

Josey’s March 2, 2004, notion to suppl enent the record on
appeal is DEN ED

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DEN ED.



