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Edward A. Barsch appeals pro se from the district court’s summary

judgment in favor of law-enforcement personnel and city district attorneys in his

42 U.S.C. § 1983 action regarding entry into his house and seizure of weapons.

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent
except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-3.

ok

The panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without
oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a grant of
summary judgment. Universal Health Servs., Inc. v. Thompson, 363 F.3d 1013,
1019 (9th Cir. 2004). We affirm.

The district court correctly determined that the defendant district attorneys
were entitled to absolute prosecutorial immunity, Imbler v. Pachtman, 424 U.S.
409, 431 (1976), and that the defendant police officers are entitled to qualified
immunity, because Barsch has not shown that they violated his constitutional
rights, Wilson v. Layne, 526 U.S. 603, 609 (1999).

The district court correctly determined that Barsch’s Fourth Amendment
rights were not violated when police officers entered his house in conducting a
protective sweep based on reports of multiple guns on this premises in the
possession of Barsch’s bipolar son, who reportedly was not taking his medication,
making death threats, and saying that he had stabbed someone the night before.
See Maryland v. Buie, 494 U.S. 325,327 (1990) (holding that officers are not
required to obtain a warrant for a protective sweep if it is “a quick and limited
search of the premises” and done to protect the safety of the officers and others).

The district court also correctly determined that Barsch’s Fourteenth
Amendment due process rights were not violated by the sale/destruction of the
weapons found in his house, because Barsch knew that the weapons were seized in

connection with his son’s criminal case, that they were subject to being sold or



destroyed, and yet he failed to intervene in his son’s criminal proceedings to
explain any claim that he had to the seized weapons. See Brewster v. Bd. of Educ.
of Lynwood Unified Sch. Dist., 149 F.3d 971, 983 (9th Cir. 1998) (“The base
requirement of the Due Process Clause is that a person deprived of property be
given an opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a meaningful
manner.” (citation and internal quotations omitted)).

Barsch’s remaining contentions are not persuasive.

AFFIRMED.



