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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Robert Allen Bane appeal s from the district court's order dismiss-
ing his complaint alleging violations of 42 U.S.C.A.§ 1983 (West
Supp. 1998), and the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C.A.
§§ 12101-12213 (West 1994 & Supp. 1998) (ADA). We have
reviewed the record and the district court's opinion and find no
reversible error regarding Bane's § 1983 claims. Accordingly, we
affirm the dismissal of these claims on the reasoning of the district
court. Bane v. Robinson, No. CA-96-243-AM (E.D. Va. Oct. 17,
1997).

Turning to Bane's ADA claim, we note that the district court dis-
posed of this claim under our holding in Amosv. Maryland Depart-
ment of Public Safety and Correctional Services, 126 F.3d 589 (4th
Cir. 1997), stating that the ADA does not apply to prisons. During the
pendency of Bane's appeal, the Supreme Court held in Pennsylvania
Department of Correctionsv. Yeskey, ~ U.S.__ ,66 U.SL.W.
4481 (U.S. June 15, 1998) (No. 97-634), that Title |1 of the ADA does
apply to state prison and prisoners. Following this announcement, the
Court vacated our opinion in Amos. Our review of the record leads us
to conclude that, notwithstanding Title I1's applicability to state pris-
ons, the district court properly disposed of Bane's ADA claims
because his pleadings fail to establish aviolation of Title 1l or any
other Title of the ADA. Accordingly, we affirm the district court's
holding on this alternative ground.

We aso deny Bane's pending motions for a special order of injunc-
tion or compulsion as moot. We dispense with oral argument because
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the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
als before the court and argument would not aid the decisional pro-
Cess.

AFFIRMED



