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CITY OF VIRGN A BEACH, ALFRED M JACOCKS,
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Virginia Beach Police Departrent; L. M KI NCH,
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Commonweal th’s Attorney; JANET L. WESTBROOK,
Assi stant Conmmonweal th's Attorney; JOHN DCE,
Unknown Conput er User,
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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Al exandria. Janmes C. Cacheris, Senior
District Judge. (CA-05-50-1)

Submi tted: June 23, 2005 Deci ded: June 30, 2005

Bef ore WDENER, M CHAEL, and TRAXLER, G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.



Robin W Vanderwal |, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Robin W Vanderwal | appeals the district court’s order
denying relief without prejudice on his 42 U S C. § 1983 (2000)
conpl ai nt. W have reviewed the record and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm substantially on the reasoning of

the district court.” See Vanderwall v. Cty of Va. Beach, No. CA-

05-50-1 (E.D. vVa. Feb. 16, 2005). W deny Vanderwall’s notion for
appoi nt ment of counsel and di spense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court, and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

"Even if Vanderwall’'s clains were not barred by Heck v.
Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477 (1994), he clains that the allegedly
i nproperly seized internet conmunications were not his; therefore
he has no right to challenge the seizure. |n any event, the record
supports no claimof a Fourth Amendnent violation.
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