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Before: CANBY, GRABER, and M. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Nevada state prisoner Manuel F. Marques appeals pro se from the district

court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging prison officials

confiscated and lost his personal property.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C.
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§ 1291.  We review de novo, Hebbe v. Pliler, 627 F.3d 338, 341 (9th Cir. 2010),

and we affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Marques’ claims that prison officials

violated his constitutional rights when they took and lost his property because

Marques had an adequate post-deprivation remedy under Nevada law.  See Hudson

v. Palmer, 468 U.S. 517, 533 (1984) (“[A]n unauthorized intentional deprivation of

property by a state employee does not constitute a violation of the procedural

requirements of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment if a

meaningful postdeprivation remedy for the loss is available.”); Barnett v. Centoni,

31 F.3d 813, 816 (9th Cir. 1994) (per curiam) (“[A] negligent or intentional

deprivation of a prisoner’s property fails to state a claim under section 1983 if the

state has an adequate post deprivation remedy.”); see also Nev. Rev. Stat.

§§ 41.031, 41.0322.

We do not consider matters not specifically and distinctly raised and argued

in the opening brief, nor arguments and allegations raised for the first time on

appeal.  See Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009) (per curiam).

Marques’ remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED.


