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PER CURI AM

Appellant, a Virginia inmate, appeals from the district
court's order dismssing without prejudice his 42 U S.C. § 1983
(1994) conpl aint under 28 U. S.C. 8§ 1915A(b) (1) (1994), anended by

Prison Litigation ReformAct, Pub. L. No. 104-134, 110 Stat. 1321
(1996). We have reviewed the record and the district court's opin-
ion and find no reversible error in the dismssal of Appellant's
claimof unlawful seizure and arrest. Accordingly, we affirmthe
di sm ssal of that claimon the reasoning of the district court.

Taylor v. Danville Sheriff's Dep't Jail Division, No. CA-96-661-R

(WD. Va. Aug. 19, 1996). Wth regard to Appellant's claimthat he
was i nproperly banned fromprivate property after being acquitted
of trespassing charges, we affirmthe court's dism ssal of that
claim because it is not cognizable under 8§ 1983. Finally, the
district court denied relief on Appellant's clains of deliberate
i ndi fference to his nedi cal needs and denial of access to courts.
Because Appel |l ant may be abl e to save these clains by anmendi ng his
conplaint, the portion of the order relating to these clains is not

revi ewabl e. See Dom no Sugar Corp. Vv. Sugar Wirkers Local Union

392, 10 F. 3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th G r. 1993). Accordingly, we di sm ss
that portion of the appeal. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

Process.

AFFI RVED I N PART; DI SM SSED | N PART




