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Daniel James Trebas appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment

dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging violations of his constitutional

rights.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo, Huftile

v. Miccio-Fonseca, 410 F.3d 1136, 1138 (9th Cir. 2005), and we affirm.
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The district court properly dismissed Trebas’s claims concerning

defendants’ conduct in connection with his civil commitment and recommitment

proceedings, because success on those claims would necessarily imply the

invalidity of his commitment.  See id. at 1139-40. 

The district court properly dismissed Trebas’s claims of inadequate medical

treatment, because they fail to state a claim under the Due Process Clause of the

Fourteenth Amendment.  See Youngberg v. Romeo, 457 U.S. 307, 321-25 (1982).

Trebas’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED.


