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Before JONES, Chief Judge, and JOLLY and DENNIS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:*

Scott A. Samford, Jr., Texas prisoner # 835644, appeals the

dismissal of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint as frivolous and for

failure to state a claim.  He argues that his complaint alleged a

deprivation of property under the Due Process Clause.

Where a prisoner alleges, as Samford does, that the random

and unauthorized actions of a state officer deprived him of his

property, due process is satisfied if state law provides an
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adequate post-deprivation remedy.  See Sheppard v. Louisiana Bd.

of Parole, 873 F.2d 761, 763 (5th Cir. 1989).  Texas has such a

remedy.  See Thompson v. Steele, 709 F.2d 381, 383 (5th Cir.

1983).     

Samford also asserts that the district court erred by

refusing to allow him to add a defendant or engage in discovery

and that prison officials deliberately and illegally destroyed

his property.  Samford has abandoned these claims by failing to

brief them adequately.  See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-

25 (5th Cir. 1993).  

Accordingly, the district court did not err in dismissing

Samford’s complaint as frivolous and for failure to state a

claim.  See Harris v. Hegmann, 198 F.3d 153, 156 (5th Cir. 1999).

Samford’s appeal lacks arguable merit and is dismissed as

frivolous.  See 5TH CIR. R. 42.2; Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215,

219-20 (5th Cir. 1983).  The dismissal of the § 1983 complaint

and this dismissal count as two strikes for purposes of 28 U.S.C.

§ 1915(g).  See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 388 (5th Cir.

1996).  Samford is cautioned that if he accumulates three strikes

under § 1915(g), he will not be able to proceed in forma pauperis

in any civil action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or

detained in any facility unless he is under imminent danger of

serious physical injury.  See § 1915(g). 

APPEAL DISMISSED; SANCTION WARNING ISSUED.


