UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 04-1180

DOROTHEA BARR;, TR LIMTED, t/a Raley's
Emergency Road Service, t/a Raley's Tow ng;
METROPOLI TAN WRECKER, | NCORPORATED,;
PROFESSI ONAL PARKI NG MANAGEMENT TOW NG,
| NCORPORATED, DUKE DEVELOPMENT LLC, BBK
ENTERPRI SES, | NCORPORATED, RALEY' S ROAD
SERVI CE OF MARYLAND, | NCORPORATED,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,
ver sus
PRI NCE GEORGE' S COUNTY, MARYLAND; RONALD E.
KQZLOWSKI , individually and in his capacity as
a police officer of the Prince George's County
Pol i ce Depart nent ; CHARLES DUELLEY,
individually and in his capacity as a police
officer of the Prince George's County Police
Depart nent,
Def endants - Appel | ees,
and
PRI NCE GEORGE' S COUNTY POLI CE DEPARTMENT,

Def endant .

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. J. Frederick Mdtz, District Judge. (CA-
02- 346- 8- JFM

Submi tted: August 27, 2004 Deci ded: Cctober 29, 2004




Before WLKINS, Chief Judge, and N EMEYER and SHEDD, GCircuit
Judges.

Dismissed in part and affirmed in part by unpublished per curiam
opi ni on.

Dorot hea Barr, Appellant Pro Se. Rhonda L. Waver, Associate
County Attorney, Upper Marlboro, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Dorot hea Barr and six corporations owed by her, which
were engaged in the autonpobile towing business and related
services, comrenced this action against Prince George's County
(Maryland) Police Departnent, Prince George's County, and two
Prince George's County police officers. The plaintiffs alleged
that the defendants violated plaintiffs' civil rights, interfered
wi th the autonobil e towi ng busi nesses’ rel ations, defamed Barr, and
otherwse injured her when the police officers conducted an
investigation into the legitinmacy of Barr's businesses, initiated
| egal process against them and conducted a search of them on
February 2, 1999. The search was conducted pursuant to severa
search warrants signed by a circuit judge on January 28, 1999. The
police officers contended that they had reason to believe that Barr
and her businesses were abusing their duties when hired by the
Prince George's County "Tow Coordination Unit" to pick up
aut onobi l es on behalf of Prince CGeorge's County. They contended
that Barr and her businesses were fraudulently transferring such
vehicles to herself or her entities, contrary to any authorization
give by Prince CGeorge's County.

In her conplaint, Barr alleged in nine counts a wde
array of clains for violations of civil rights commtted under
color of state law, violations of the Miryland Constitution,

mal i ci ous prosecution, violations of the Local Governnent Tort
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Clainms Act, abuse of process, tortious interference wth business
rel ati onships, defamation, and injurious falsehood. On the
defendants' notions to dismss, the district court granted the
notions with respect to various counts, by order dated July 19,
2002. Wth respect to the remaining counts, the district court
granted summary judgnment by an oral opinion given on Decenber 19,
2003, and a witten order entered on Decenber 22, 2003. Fromfi nal
judgment in favor of the defendants, the plaintiffs filed this
appeal .

Wil e this appeal was pending, we granted the notion of
counsel for the plaintiffs to wwthdraw fromthis case and directed
the plaintiffs "to notify the Court in witing of the nane and
address of counsel representing themin this appeal on or before

Sept enber 17, 2004." W adnoni shed plaintiffs that if they failed

to obtain new counsel, "the case [would] proceed pro se as to
appellant Barr . . . [and] be dism ssed as to the corporations,
since a corporation cannot proceed pro se on appeal." The

appellants failed to provide this court notice of new counsel, and
no counsel has entered an appearance on behalf of them
Accordingly, as to the appellant corporations, we dismss their
appeal. See Fourth G rcuit Local Rule 46.

As to the appellant Barr, we have reviewed her
subm ssions and the record, and for the reasons given by the

district court in dismssing sone of the counts, see Barr v. Prince
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George's County, Maryland, et al., Cvil Action AWO02-346 (D. M.

July 19, 2002), and the reasons given by the district court in

granting summary judgnment for the renmaining counts, see Barr v.

Pri nce George's County, Maryland, et al., GCvil Action JFM 02-346

(D. Md. Dec. 19 and 22, 2003), we affirm

Dl SM SSED | N PART AND AFFI RVED | N PART




