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PER CURIAM:

Paris Avery appeals the district court’s order adopting the
magistrate judge’s recommendation to grant Defendants” motions for
summary judgment iIn Avery’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2012) action. On
appeal, Avery challenges the court’s order only as it relates to
her malicious prosecution claim against Defendant Christine
Wilson. Because Avery does not challenge the court’s findings as
to the remaining defendants or her failure to state a civil
conspiracy claim, she has waived appellate review of those issues.

See Fed. R. App. P. 28(a)(8)(A); United States v. Bartko, 728 F.3d

327, 335 (4th Cir. 2013).
“A malicious prosecution claim under 8§ 1983 1is properly
understood as a Fourth Amendment claim for unreasonable seizure

which Incorporates certain elements of the common law tort.” Evans

v. Chalmers, 703 F.3d 636, 647 (4th Cir. 2012) (internal quotation

marks omitted). “To state such a claim, a plaintiff must allege
that the defendant (1) caused (2) a seizure of the plaintiff
pursuant to legal process unsupported by probable cause, and
(3) criminal proceedings terminated in plaintiff’s favor.” 1d.
Here, whether Wilson violated Avery’s constitutional rights
depends on whether she had probable cause to arrest Avery. Brown
v. Gilmore, 278 F.3d 362, 367 (4th Cir. 2002).

Our review of the record reveals that probable cause existed

at the time of Avery’s arrest. Accordingly, we affirm the district
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court’s order. We dispense with oral argument because the facts
and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before this court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



