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Supervi sor, Ml -H,
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and
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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Marvin J. Garbis, District Judge. (CA-00-
1952- MIG

Subm tted: COctober 4, 2001 Deci ded: COctober 12, 2001




Before NIEMEYER, LUTTIG and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Roger Osborn, Appellant Pro Se. John Joseph Curran, Jr., Attorney
General, Genn WIlliam Bell, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF
MARYLAND, Baltinore, Maryland; Philip Mlton Andrews, M chael
Joseph Lentz, KRAMON & GRAHAM Baltinore, Maryl and; Robert Fulton
Dashi el |, WARTZMAN, OVANSKY, BILBAUM SIMONS, STEINBERG SACHS &
SAGAL, Towson, Maryl and, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Roger Osborn appeal s the district court’s order denying reli ef
on his 42 U S.C A § 1983 (Wst Supp. 2000) conplaint. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the

district court. See OGsborn v. Sacchet, No. CA-00-1952-MIG (D. M.

June 15, 2001). W deny Gsborn’s notion titled “Request for Tine
Extension.” W dispense with oral argument because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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