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PER CURI AM *
| very Traveno WIlians, Texas prisoner No. 183233, noves

this court to supplenent the district court record. The notion
is DENNED. WIIlianms has appealed the district court’s dism ssal
of his civil rights conplaint as frivolous. WIIianms argues that
Texas Departnment of Crimnal Justice (TDCJ) law librarian Brenda
W ki nson violated his right of access to the courts by denying

himface-to-face legal visits with TDCJ i nmate Janes Lew s; that

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Texas Parol e Board violated his due process rights by
reviewing his eligibility for parole every two years instead of
annual ly; that Ms. WIlkinson retaliated against WIllianms; and
that TDCJ O assification Director Shernman Bell assigned WIIlians
to the wong prison classification and conputed his sentence
i ncorrectly.

WIllians does not have a right to provide | egal assistance
to or to receive |egal assistance fromlInmate Lewis. Bounds v.

Smth, 430 U S. 817, 828 (1976); Tighe v. Vall, 100 F.3d 41, 43

(5th Gr. 1996). W do not address WIlIlians’ s argunent
concerning the Texas Parol e Board because he did not raise this

issue in the district court. See Leverette v. Louisville Ladder

Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Cr. 1999). WIllians has not offered
evi dence or alleged a chronol ogy of events that supports his

claimthat Ms. WIlkinson retaliated against him Wods v. Smth,

60 F.3d 1161, 1166 (5th Cr. 1995). Wllians’s clains that M.
Bell| assigned himto the wong prison classification and

m sconputed his sentence are not cogni zabl e under 42 U. S. C

8§ 1983 because they inplicate the duration of WIllians’'s

confinenent. Carke v. Stalder, 154 F.3d 186, 189 (5th Cr.

1998) (en banc).
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