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

No. 93-3521
Conf er ence Cal endar

STEVEN MOTEN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JERRY LARPENTER, Sheriff,
and JOHN WALKER, District Attorney,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-93-1773-N-5
(March 22, 1994)
Before KING DAVIS, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Steven Moten was convi cted of mansl aughter and sentenced to

42 years inprisonnent as a nultiple offender. State v. Mten

510 So.2d 55 (La. C. App. 1987). He filed a civil rights
conplaint alleging that Houma Sheriff Jerry Larpenter and Houma
District Attorney John WAl ker withheld a copy of the initial
police report in violation of a state court order and Brady V.
Maryl and, 373 U.S. 83, 83 S.Ct. 1194, 10 L.Ed.2d 215 (1963). The

district court determned that to the extent Mdten sought relief

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that this opinion should not be published.
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for the defendants' failure to conply with the state court order
to provide himwith the initial police report he was not entitled
to relief because the federal courts cannot enforce state court
judgnents, and to the extent that he alleged a Brady violation,
he was challenging the validity of his conviction and was
requi red to exhaust his habeas renedies. The district court
di sm ssed the conplaint wthout prejudice to permt himto
exhaust hi s habeas renedies.

Mot en argues that the district court erred by dismssing his
conplaint without granting hima Spears hearing or otherw se
permtting himto anmend his conplaint. A district court is not
required to conduct a Spears hearing before dismssing an in

forma pauperis conplaint. See Geen v. MKaskle, 788 F.2d 1116,

1120 (5th cir. 1986). Although ordinarily the district court
shoul d not dismss a pro se conplaint without providing the
plaintiff with an opportunity to anend, if the individual
circunst ances of the case denonstrate the plaintiff has pl eaded

his "best" case, |leave to anend is not necessary. See Jacquez V.

Procunier, 801 F.2d 789, 793 (5th Gr. 1986). 1In his objections
to the magi strate judge's report and in his brief on appeal,
Mot en has not provided any docunentation to show that he has
exhausted his habeas renedies and therefore the conplaint is his
"best" case. Jacquez, 801 F.2d at 793. The district court did
not commt reversible error.

In his brief Mdten addresses the nerits of his Brady claim
but does not challenge the district court's determ nation that he

is actually challenging the validity of his conviction and
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t heref ore nmust exhaust his habeas renedi es before bringing a
civil rights action. Because Miten failed to brief the
exhaustion issue, the issue is considered abandoned. See Yohey
v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).
AFFI RVED.



