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Before JOLLY, H GE NBOTHAM and DAVIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Tinothy M chael Albritton, pro se, filed a conpl ai nt agai nst
his sister, a title conpany and one of its enployees, and the
I nternal Revenue Service and three of its enployees. Albritton's
conpl aint all eges that he was a one-si xth owner of a parcel of real
estate | ocated in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. He executed a power of
attorney that appointed Stephen Albritton or Catherine Al britton
Durnin as his agents, giving them the authority to sell his

interest in the parcel. After the agents found a buyer for the

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determn ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



property, atitle search revealed a federal tax |ien and a judgnent
lien. Albritton alleged that the net proceeds fromthe sale of the
parcel, after paying off a nortgage, the federal tax lien, the
judgnent, and other costs, were $56,344.51. He alleged that the
other five co-owners received their share of $11,263.32, but he
received only a very small anount of noney. Al britton alleged that
the defendants violated his federal constitutional rights and
Loui si ana | aw.

The district court adopted the nmagistrate judge's
reconmendat i on, over Albritton’s objections, and dism ssed
Albritton’s clains against the Internal Revenue Service and its
enpl oyees (Schneidau, Gonez, and Faddis) wth prejudice, as
frivolous and for failure to state a clai mupon which relief may be
granted within the neaning of 28 U . S.C. 8 1915A(b)(1). The court
held that Albritton’s conplaint did not state a clai magainst the
| RS or its enployees for a violation of his constitutional rights
or of other federal Iaw. The court noted that federal |aw provides
a taxpayer wth renedies to challenge an alleged inproper
assessnent and col l ection of federal taxes, but those renedies do
not include an after-the-fact |lawsuit against the IRS and its
enpl oyees for collecting on a lien, based on the Fair Debt
Col | ection Practices Act, the Consunmer Credit Protection Act, and
the Freedom of Information Act. The district court declined to

exercise supplenental jurisdiction over Albritton’s state |aw



clains against Premer Title, Patrick Keller, and Cat herine Durnin,
and di sm ssed those clains wthout prejudice.

Based on our reviewof the record and our |iberal construction
of Albritton’s brief, we conclude that the district court did not
err by dismssing Albritton's conplaint, essentially for the
reasons stated in the nagi strate judge’ s reconmendati on, adopted by
the district court.
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