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Aaron Frank Cole, Texas prisoner # 722487, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his civil rights action pursuant to

28 U . S.C. 8§ 1915A(b)(1) as frivolous and for failure to state a

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



claim He contends that the district court erred in dismssing his
clains regarding the | oss or destruction of his property by prison
officials. Because the state trial court was not a court of
conpetent jurisdiction and did not render a judgnent on the nerits,
Cole’s clains are not barred by the doctrine of res judicata. See
Ellis v. Amex Life Ins. Co., 211 F.3d 935, 937 (5th Cr. 2000).
However, Cole nmay not proceed in federal court on his property-
conversion clains because the deprivation was due to random and
unaut hori zed actions of state officers, and the state of Texas
provi des an adequate renedy for such actions. See Sheppard v.
Loui siana Bd. of Parole, 873 F.2d 761, 763 (5th G r. 1989); Cathey
v. Quenther, 47 F.3d 162, 164 (5th Cr. 1995). Cole’s allegations
that prison officials violated prison policy in damagi ng or | osing
his property is insufficient to allege a constitutional violation.
Hernandez v. Estelle, 788 F.2d 1154, 1158 (5th G r. 1986).

Col e also asserts that the prison officials who investigated
and revi ewed his grievances and the state court judges and j udi ci al
enpl oyees who handl ed his state action violated his due process and
equal protection rights. Because the grievance procedure does not
affect the duration of a prisoner’s confinenent, Cole cannot
establish that he has a state-created liberty interest in that
procedure. See Oellana v. Kyle, 65 F.3d 29, 31-32 (5th Gr.
1995). Wth respect to his equal protection claim Cole has not

established that he was treated differently fromsimlarly situated



i ndi viduals. See Mayabb v. Johnson, 168 F.3d 863, 870 (5th GCr.
1999). Cole’s challenges to the rulings and actions of the state
court are “inextricably intertwned” wth the state court
judgnents, and the district court |acked jurisdiction to consider
such clains. See United States v. Shepherd, 23 F.3d 923, 924 (5th
Cr. 1994) (“The Rooker/Feldman doctrine holds that federal
district courts lack jurisdiction to entertain collateral attacks
on state judgnents”); Davis v. Bayless, 70 F.3d 367, 375-76 (5th
Cir. 1995).

Col e has not established that the district court erred in
dismssing his lawsuit as frivolous and for failure to state a
claim See Ruiz v. United States, 160 F.3d 273, 275 (5th Gr.
1998). Consequently, the judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



