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" September 14, 2000
Before JOLLY, DAVIS, and STEWART, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Bar bara Jo Webb, Texas prisoner # 33682, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of her 42 U S.C. § 1983 suit as
frivolous. Wbb's 8§ 1983 conpl aint involved nostly clains

relating to a crimnal charge filed against her in prison. That

charge was pending while her instant 8 1983 suit was pending in

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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the district court. Although Webb nay now be able to assert
civil rights clains relating to the charge which has since been
di sm ssed, the district court did not abuse its discretion when

it dismssed Wbb’s clains relating to the charge. See Heck v.

Hunphrey, 512 U. S. 477, 487 n.8 (1994); see also Gabel v.

Lynaugh, 835 F.2d 124, 125 (5th G r. 1988) (this court does not
consider clains not presented to the district court).

Webb does not sufficiently brief challenges to the district
court’s dismssal of her clains that 1) two officers inproperly
sei zed, withheld, and/or destroyed Wbb’'s | egal docunents, 2) she
recei ved i nadequate nedical care by the prison doctor, and 3) she
was sexual |y harassed by a prison officer. Wbb has thus waived
any challenges that the district court abused its discretion by

dism ssing these clains as frivolous. See Yohey v. Collins, 985

F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). Furthernore, a review of these
clains, as alleged in the district court, reveals that Wbb did
not all ege conduct by the defendants rising to the level of a
constitutional violation. The district court did not abuse its

di scretion by dismssing these clains as frivolous. See Siglar

v. Hightower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th G r. 1997). Nor did the
district court abuse its discretion by denying Webb’s notion for

t he appoi ntnent of counsel. See Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F. 2d

209, 212 (5th Cr. 1982). The district court judgnent dism ssing
Webb’s § 1983 conplaint is AFFI RVED



