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PER CURI AM *

Thomas Fredrick Bonner, Texas prisoner # 923741, appeals from
the dismssal of his 42 U S. C. § 1983 suit, in which he sued two
court reporters, a district attorney, his trial counsel, his
appel | at e counsel, and hi s post-conviction counsel. Bonner alleged
that during his crimnal proceedings the district attorney breached
his plea agreenent, the court reporters inaccurately reported the
subsequent events at his sentencing, and all defendants conspired

to conceal the errors in the transcripts and to keep him

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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i nprisoned. He sought as relief noney damages, a jury trial, and
an order directing the court reporters to produce the tape
recordings of his crimnal proceedings. The district court held
t hat Bonner’s suit was barred by limtations and di sm ssed t he case
as frivolous and for failure to state a claim upon which relief
coul d be granted.

Bonner argues that the district court erroneously concluded
that his conspiracy claimwas unsupported and failed to toll the
limtations period for various reasons. W concl ude, however, that
Bonner’s clains, which are prem sed on the alleged breach of his
pl ea agreenment, would necessarily inply the invalidity of his

convi ction or sentence and are barred by Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U. S.

477, 486-87 (1994). The district court therefore did not err by
di sm ssing the conplaint, but the judgnent should be nodified to

reflect a dismssal without prejudice. See Price v. Gty of San

Antonio, 431 F.3d 890, 895 (5th Cr. 2005); Sojourner T. .

Edwards, 974 F.2d 27, 30 (5th Gr. 1992).

Bonner al so argues that the district court failed to grant a
motion to anend the conplaint seeking to add a malicious
prosecution claimand that the district court erroneously di sm ssed
the case wthout providing him an opportunity to anend. The

district court did not reversibly err. See Jones v. Geninger, 188

F.3d 322, 326-27 (5th Gr. 1999); Jacquez v. Procunier, 801 F.2d

789, 793 (5th Gir. 1986).
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Bonner noves for the appoi ntnent of counsel, for injunctive
relief, and to correct the record. He also objects to the record
and noves to file a supplenental brief. These notions are deni ed.

AFFI RVED AS MODI FI ED; ALL OUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED.



