UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00-2131

LI NDA L. KENNEDY,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

Rl CHARD- FLAGSHI P SERVI CES, | NCORPORATED; DEAN
CLI FTON, individually, and as manager, agent,
partner, shareholder or director of Richard-
Fl agship Services, Incorporated; DAN CLARK,
individually, and as manager, agent, Vvice
presi dent, partner, sharehol der, and director
of Richard-Flagship Services Incorporated,
STAN SISSON, individually, and as nanager,
agent, Human Resources Director, partner,
shar ehol der, and director of Ri chard-Fl agship
Services, Incorporated, and F.A Richard &
Associ ates, Incorporated; FRANCIS A. Rl CHARD,
i ndi vidual ly, and as manager, agent, partner,
shar ehol der, and director of Ri chard-Fl agship
Services, Incorporated, and F.A Richard &
Associates, Incorporated; F.A R CHARD &
ASSOCI ATES, | NCORPORATED, a Loui si ana cor por a-
tion, doing business in Virginia, and as an
agent, partner, owner, sharehol der and direc-
tor of R chard-Flagship Services, |ncorpo-
rated; STEVE JOHNSON, individually, and as
agent, president, chief executive officer,

partner, sharehol der and/or director of
Ri char d- Fl agshi p Services, |ncorporated, and
The Fl agshi p G oup, Limted; ROBERT

O SULLI VAN, individually, and as agent, vice
presi dent, partner, sharehol der/and or direc-
tor of R chard-Flagship Services, |ncorpo-
rated, and The Flagship Goup, Limted; THE



FLAGSH P GROUP, LIM TED, a corporation doing
business in Virginia, and as agent, partner,
owner, sharehol der, and director of Richard-
Fl agshi p Services, |ncorporated,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

No. 00-2300

LI NDA L. KENNEDY,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

Rl CHARD- FLAGSHI P SERVI CES, | NCORPORATED; DEAN
CLI FTON, individually, and as manager, agent,
partner, shareholder or director of Richard-
Fl agship Services, Incorporated; DAN CLARK,
individually, and as manager, agent, Vvice
presi dent, partner, sharehol der, and director
of Richard-Flagship Services Incorporated,
STAN SISSON, individually, and as nanager,
agent, Human Resources Director, partner,
sharehol der and director of Richard-Flagship
Services, Incorporated, and F.A Richard &
Associ ates, Incorporated; F A R CHARD &
ASSOCI ATES, | NCORPORATED, a Loui si ana cor por a-
tion, doing business in Virginia, and as an
agent, partner, owner, sharehol der and direc-
tor of R chard-Flagship Services, |ncorpo-
rated; STEVE JOHNSON, individually, and as
agent, president, chief executive officer,
partner, sharehol der and/or director of
Ri chard- Fl agshi p Services, Incorporated, and
The Flagship Goup, Limted;, ROBERT O SULLI -
VAN, individually, and as agent, vice presi-
dent, partner, sharehol der/and or director of
Ri chard- Fl agshi p Services, |Incorporated, and
The Flagship Goup, Limted; THE FLAGSH P
GROUP, LIMTED, a corporation doing business
in Virginia, and as agent, partner, owner,

2



shar ehol der, and director of Ri chard-Fl agship
Services, Incorporated; FRANCIS A Rl CHARD,
i ndi vidual ly, and as manager, agent, partner,
shar ehol der, and director of Richard-Fl agship
Services, Incorporated, and F.A R chard &
Associ at es, | ncor porat ed,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Norfolk. Robert G Dounmar, Senior District
Judge. (CA-98-602-2)

Subm tted: January 11, 2001 Deci ded: January 23, 2001

Bef ore NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and KING Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Li nda L. Kennedy, Appellant Pro Se. Robert L. O Donnell, Arlene F.
Kl i nedi nst, Christopher Anbrosio, VANDEVENTER BLACK, L.L.P.,
Norfol k, Virginia, for Appellees.

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



PER CURI AM

Linda L. Kennedy seeks to appeal the district court’s orders,
ordering costs against her, denying Defendants’ notion for at-
torneys’ fees, and denyi ng her notion to proceed on appeal in form
pauperis.” W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon

the reasoning of the district court. Kennedy v. R chard Fl agship

Servs., Inc., No. CA-98-602-2 (E.D. Va. July 25, Aug. 25, &

Sept. 20, 2000). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci si onal process.

W al so deny Kennedy’ s pendi ng notion to proceed in forma pauperis.

AFFI RVED

*

Because Kennedy’s brief on appeal is unclear, we have |iber-
ally construed her appeal to object to all three of the district
court’s orders.



