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

No. 94-60582
Conf er ence Cal endar

ADOLPH BRYANT JR |1,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JERRY MCCLAIN ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 94-CV-4
(January 27, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and H G3E NBOTHAM and DeMOSS,
Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
The February 1993 searches of Adol ph Bryant, Jr. IIl's
aut onobi | e produced evi dence used to convict himon tw charges
of possession of a controlled substance with intent to
distribute. Judgnent in Bryant's favor would establish the
unl awf ul ness of the searches that yielded the evidence used to
convict Bryant. |[|f those searches proved unl awful, such a

finding would render the convictions invalid. As Bryant's

convi ctions have not been reversed or otherw se invalidated, the

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that this opinion should not be published.
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§ 1983 clains arising fromthe February 1993 searches were

properly dism ssed. See Heck v. Hunphrey, us __ , 114 S

Ct. 2364, 129 L. Ed. 2d 383 (1994).

"[Al n unaut hori zed intentional deprivation of property by a
state enpl oyee does not constitute a violation of the procedural
requi renents of the Due Process O ause of the Fourteenth
Amendnent i f a neani ngful post-deprivation renedy for the loss is

available." Hudson v. Palner, 468 U.S. 517, 533, 104 S. C

3194, 82 L. Ed. 2d 393 (1984). The State of M ssissippi's post-
deprivation renedi es satisfy due process by providing a
procedure, not conditioned on paynent of a fee, through which an

indigent litigant can seek redress. Nickens v. Melton, 38 F.3d

183 (5th Cr. 1994). Because M ssissippi provi des adequate post-
deprivation renedies, Bryant's rights under the Fourteenth
Amendnent are not inplicated in the alleged theft of his property
by police, and his claimwas properly dism ssed.

Bryant's briefs do not address the nerits of his claim
arising out of the Septenber 1993 search of his hone. Thus,
Bryant has intentionally abandoned the issue, and we do not

address it. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner,

813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).
AFFI RVED.



