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

No. 99-41251
Summary Cal endar

KARL GAYW N ACLESE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JON CARONA; ALTON BAI SE,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:96-CV-383
Decenber 14, 2000
Before EMLIO M GARZA, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Karl Gaywi n Acl ese, who is now a federal prisoner (# 04193-
078), appeals the district court’s order granting the defendants’
nmotion for summary judgnent on the basis of qualified immunity.
Acl ese contends that the district court erred.

Acl ese has all eged that the defendant | aw enforcenent
enpl oyees violated his Fourth Anmendnent and due process rights
when they stopped his car and arrested him pursuant to a federal

warrant, inmpounded the car despite his request that it be towed

to a private lot, perfornmed an illegal inventory search of the

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCGR R
47.5. 4.
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car, and convinced a state judge to issue a search warrant for
hi s hone based on these all eged actions.

No genuine issue of material remained with respect to the
district court’s granting of sunmary judgnent on the basis of

qualified imunity. Kipps v. Caillier, 197 F.3d 765, 768 (5th

Cir. 1999), cert. denied, S. . (U.S Cct. 2, 2000, No.

99-1862), 2000 W. 693829; Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U. S 317,

325 (1986). Aclese failed to show that his arrest pursuant to a
facially valid arrest warrant violated his clearly established

rights. See Vance v. Nunnery, 137 F.3d 270, 276 n.3 (5th GCr.

1998). Even if Aclese’ s disputed allegations regarding the

sei zure of his car and the inventory search are true, the
officers involved did not violate his clearly established rights
because, under |ocal regul ations, they were authorized to conduct
an inventory search of his car regardl ess whether they inpounded

the car. See Colorado v. Bertine, 479 U S. 367, 371 (1987);

South Dakota v. Qppernman, 428 U. S. 364, 370 (1976). See also

United States v. Privett, 68 F.3d 101, 103-04 (5th Cr. 1995).

Acl ese’ s concl usional and specul ative all egati ons about the
validity of the search warrant preclude relief on his claim

relating to the search of his residence. See Franks v. Del aware,

438 U. S. 154, 171-72 (1978). His assertions that a state judge
and state officers violated Federal Rules of Crim nal Procedure
in the i ssuance and execution of that warrant are frivol ous.

See United States v. R vas, 99 F.3d 170, 176 (5th Cr. 1996).

Acl ese’s notion for appoi ntment of counsel is DEN ED

AFFI RVED.



