UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 03-7818

WARREN CHASE,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

PHLONDA PEAY; JACK KAVANAGH, Warden; DAVID
MCKOY, (C O #2); ERI C THOVWPSON, RONALD
TOLBERT; ENESS BROW, Lieutenant; VANESSA
WLLIS, Sgt. Ms.; KEITH HARRI' S, Correctional
O ficer #2 M .; BERNARD JONES, Lieutenant M. ;
FRANK DELBRI DGE, Correctional Oficer #2, M.;
BENSON BELL, Correctional Oficer #1, M.;
SAMUEL LEE, Major; N COLE KNOX, Correctional
Oficer #2, Ms.; DEN SE WH TE, Sergeant; DAVID
ROANE, Correctional Oficer #2, M.; ERIC
NELSQN, Sergeant; CHARLES GRAHAM Capt ai n;
THOMAS CARTER, Sergeant M.; RODNEY BYRD,
Correctional O ficer #2, M.; DARYL ROBI NSCN,
Correctional O ficer #2, M.; ERNEST POTEE,
Correctional O ficer #2, M.; AMAHL FOSTER
Correctional Oficer #1, M. ; DEBORAH
SHI FFLETT, Correcti onal Oficer #2, Ms. ;
GEORGE BRAXTON, Correctional Oficer #1, M. ;
VI NCENT MOORE, Correctional Oficer #2, M.;
JEHU RAG NS, M., (C. O #2),

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Catherine C. Blake, District Judge. (CA-
98- 2367- CCB- 1)

Submitted: May 14, 2004 Deci ded: June 2, 2004




Bef ore W LKI NSON and W LLI AMS, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

James E. Weaver, VENABLE, BAETJER & HOMRD, L.L.P., Baltinore,
Maryl and; Joseph B. Tetrault, PRI SONER RI GHTS | NFORVATI ON SYSTEM
Chestertown, Maryland, for Appellant. J. Joseph Curran, Jr.,
Attorney General of Maryl and, David P. Kennedy, Assistant Attorney
Ceneral, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Warren Chase appeals a district court order granting the
Def endants’ notion for sunmary judgnent and di sm ssing his anmended
42 U. S.C. § 1983 (2000) conmplaint. W have reviewed the record and
the district court opinion and find no error. Accordi ngly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See Chase v. Peay,

286 F. Supp. 2d 523 (D. Md. 2003). W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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