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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 00-2389

CRYSTAL J. WOLFF; JEFFREY L. WOLFF, SR
JENNI FER K. WOLFF,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,
Ver sus

PAMELA GAMES- NEELY, Prosecutor; GREG SElI FORT
DDHHR Wrker; JENNELL SIEGAR, D.H H R
Wor ker ; DAVI D SANDERS, Judge; DR. PARRY,
School Assistant Supervisor; PAUL LANE, Esq.;
DAVI D FOREMAN, Trooper; BURN CE WEINSTEI N,
Prosecutor; NANCY DALBY, Guardian ad litem

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Northern D s-
trict of West Virginia, at Martinsburg. W Craig Broadwater, Dis-
trict Judge. (CA-00-67-3)

Submtted: March 16, 2001 Deci ded: WMarch 30, 2001

Before LUTTIG TRAXLER, and KING, GCircuit Judges.

Affirmed in part and affirnmed as nodified in part by unpublished
per curiam opi ni on.

Crystal J. Wlff, Jeffrey L. WIff, Sr., Jennifer K WIff,
Appel l ants Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel  ants appeal the district court’s order dism ssing their
civil rights conplaint as frivolous. To the extent that Appellants’
conpl ai nt seeks the crimnal prosecution of the naned Defendants,

we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. WIff v. Ganes-

Neely, No. CA-00-67-3 (ND.W Va. Cct. 3, 2000). To the extent
t hat Appel | ants seek noney danages agai nst the Defendants for their
al | eged wrongdoi ngs, we note that the accusations |evel ed agai nst
t he Defendants, if true, would underm ne the validity of Appell ant
Jeffrey Wl ff’s crimnal conviction. Accordingly, Wl ff nust first
denonstrate that his conviction has been reversed, expunged, de-
clared invalid, or called into question by a federal court’s issu-

ance of a wit of habeas corpus. Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477,

486-87 (1994). Accordingly, we affirmas nodified to dismss this
claimw thout prejudice to the Appellants’ right to refile upon
such a showi ng. W& deny Appellants’ notion for a copy of a response
to their informal brief, as no such response exists. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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