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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:94-cv-332-PS; 2:94-cv-333-PS;
2:94-cv-334-PS; 2:94-cv-335-PS; 2:93-cv-336-PS
June 30, 1995
Before JONES, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Bill Ray Ford filed five civil rights conplaints, 42 U S. C
8§ 1983, against various defendants alleging violations of his
civil rights arising fromthe revocation of his probation. The
district court consolidated the conplaints and di sm ssed them as
frivolous. The district court dismssed the clains against two
def endants, Judge R chard MKenzie and Forrest County district

attorney denn Wiite, based on absolute immunity, and the

remai ni ng defendants as premature under Heck v. Hunphrey, 114 S.

Ct. 2364 (1994). On appeal Ford argues the nerits of his
underlying claim but fails to challenge the basis of the
dism ssal. |Issues not raised or briefed are considered

abandoned. Evans v. City of Marlin, Tex., 986 F.2d 104, 106 n.1

(5th Gr. 1993).
The appeal is without arguable nerit and thus frivol ous.

Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Because

the appeal is frivolous, it is DISMSSED. 5th Cr. R 42. 2.

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that this opinion should not be published.



