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PER CURI AM *
Cal eb Quma Adongo, Texas inmate #0405821, proceeding pro se

and in forma pauperis (“IFP"), appeals the district court’s final

j udgnment that dismssed his 42 U S.C § 1983 conplaint. Adongo
contends that the district court erred by dismssing his clains
agai nst the Tarrant County, Texas, Departnent of Comrunity
Supervi sion and the Vol usia County, Florida, Departnent of

Corrections. He argues that the El eventh Anendnent does not

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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prohi bit suits under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 agai nst muni ci pal
cor porations.

We revi ew Adongo’ s contentions de novo. Cozzo v. Tangi pahoa

Parish Council, 279 F.3d 273, 280 (5th Cr. 2002); Ruiz v. United

States, 160 F.3d 273, 275 (5th Cr. 1998). The district court
did not dismss as barred by the El eventh Anendnent clains

agai nst a nunicipal corporation. The district court dism ssed on
i munity grounds clains against the State of Florida, Departnent
of Corrections and the State of Texas, Tarrant County Depart nent
of Comunity Supervision. Eleventh Anendnent immunity bars

clainms under 42 U . S.C. 8 1983 against these entities. See diver

v. Scott, 276 F.3d 736, 742 n.5 (5th G r. 2002); Hardin County

Cnty. Supervision and Corrs. Dep’'t v/ Sullivan, 106 S.W3d 186,

187 (Tex. App. 2003); Howlett v. Rose, 496 U S. 356, 365 (1990);

HI1l v. Dep’t of Corrs., 513 So. 2d 129, 130, 133 (Fla. 1987).

Adongo has not adequately briefed an argunent chall engi ng
the district court’s reasons for dism ssing w thout prejudice for
| ack of personal jurisdiction the clainms against the unnaned
Vol usi a County Conm ssioner, the Departnent of Canpus Safety, and
the Enbry-R ddl e Aeronautical University. Accordingly, he has
abandoned any appeal of this issue. Feb. R App. P. 28; Gant V.

Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Cr. 1995); Brinkmann v. Dallas

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Adongo asserts that he was deni ed due process during his

arrest, detention, and revocation proceedings. He contends that
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Texas del ayed in conpleting his extradition, the delay
constituted a waiver, his arrest was nmade w thout a warrant, he
was deni ed counsel, the notion to revoke was invalid and
defective, his probation officers refused to appear at the
revocation hearing, he was denied the right to confront his
probation officers regarding the charged violations, and that
favorabl e evidence was destroyed. As the district court

determ ned, under Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477, 486 (1994), a

favorable ruling on these 42 U.S.C. § 1983 clains would call into
gquestion the validity of the judgnent that revoked Adongo’s
pr obati on.

Heck is applicable to 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 clains that chall enge

revocation proceedings. See Littles v. Bd. of Pardons and

Paroles Div., 68 F.3d 122, 123 (5th Cr. 1995); MGew v. Texas

Bd. of Pardons and Paroles, 47 F.3d 158, 161 (5th G r. 1995).

The district court did not err when it determ ned that Adongo may
not obtain relief under 42 U.S. C. § 1983 because he has not shown
that the judgnent that revoked his probation is reversed or
otherwi se called into question. See Heck, 512 U S. at 486-87;
Littles, 68 F.3d at 123.

Accordingly, the judgnent is AFFIRVED. The district court’s
di sm ssal of Adongo’s conplaint counts as a strike for purposes

of 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383,

387 (5th Gr. 1996). Adongo is cautioned that once he

accunul ates three strikes, he may not proceed IFP in any civil
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action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in
any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of serious
physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(9g).

AFFI RVED;  SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



