UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 00-6034

DAVI D L. CARTER,
Petitioner - Appellant,

ver sus

UNIl TED STATES OF AMERI CA; UNI TED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE; JANET RENO U. S. BUREAU
OF PRI SONS; KATHLEEN HAWK SAWYER, Custodi an;
FEDERAL CORRECTI ONAL | NSTI TUTI ON - EDGEFI ELD;
M E. RAY, Warden of Federal Correctional |n-
stitution, Edgefield,

Respondents - Appel | ees.

No. 00-6575

DAVI D L. CARTER,
Petitioner - Appellant,
Ver sus
KATHLEEN HAVWK SAWYER, Custodi an U. S. Bureau of
Pri sons; STEPHEN CQAL, Warden and Executive
Oficer, FCA Estill,

Respondents - Appel | ees.



Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Charleston. David C. Norton, District Judge.
(CA-99-1087-2-18, CA-00-196-2-18AJ)

Submtted: July 13, 2000 Deci ded: July 20, 2000

Before WDENER, LUTTIG and TRAXLER, G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

David L. Carter, Appellant Pro Se. Barbara Mircier Bowens, OFFICE
OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Colunbia, South Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

David L. Carter appeals the district court’s orders denying
relief on his petitions filed under 28 U. S.C. 8§ 2241 (1994). W
have reviewed the record and the district court’s orders accepting
t he recommendati ons of the nagistrate judge and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. See Carter v. United States, No. CA-99-1087-2-18 (D.S.C

Dec. 21, 1999); Carter v. Sawer, No. CA-00-196-2-18AJ (D.S.C. Mar.

13, 2000). Carter has filed a notion seeking a wit of habeas
corpus ad testificandum appoi ntnent of counsel, stay of any prison
transfer, nedical care by an independent doctor, daily access to
| egal material and a law library, and a copy of the informal brief-
ing order. W deny the notion in all respects except for a copy of
the informal briefing order, which has been provided to him W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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