IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 92-9505
Conf er ence Cal endar

STEVEN M ROUNSAVALL
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

RI CHARD L. STADLER, Secretary,
Departnent of Corrections, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. CA-92-938-B-M

May 7, 1993

Bef ore REAVLEY, KING and DAVIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Steven M Rounsavall is not entitled to relief under 42

U S . C 8§ 1983 based on his |lost property claimbecause the state
of Loui siana provi des an adequate post-deprivation renedy. See

Hudson v. Palner, 468 U. S. 517, 533-34, 104 S.C. 3194, 82

L. Ed. 2d 393 (1984); Marshall v. Norwood, 741 F.2d 761, 763-64
(5th Gr. 1984). Rounsavall's allegations that the district
court violated his due process rights are neritless. The

dism ssal of his suit was within the discretion of the district

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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court. Ancar v. Sara Plasma, Inc., 964 F.2d 465, 468 (5th GCr.

1992). The unexpl ained charge that the district court "perjured

itself" is without factual basis. See Morrison v. City of Baton

Rouge, 761 F.2d 242, 244 (5th Gir. 1985).

Rounsaval | has requested that this Court issue a certificate
of probabl e cause and appoi nt counsel. The notion for a
certificate of probable cause is DEN ED as having no rel evance in
a 8§ 1983 suit. The notion for appoi ntnment of counsel is DEN ED
because the requisite "exceptional circunstances" do not exist in
this case. See Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209, 212 (5th G
1982) .

AFFI RVED.



