UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 05-6435

GEORGE HOWARD MOORE, JR.,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
MS. CRUWP, Nurse; NURSE ALLEN, NMS. CHAPMAN,
Nur se; NURSE JAMERSON, MR FLOURNOY, Nurse; C.
PENDELL, Henrico West Adm ni strator of Sheriff
M chael Ward's Ofice; M CHAEL L. WADE,
Sheriff; NURSE | NSCOE; B. BURTKEW KAS, Medi cal
Adm ni strator; DOCTOR  HARLER, attendi ng
facility physician,
Def endants - Appel | ees,
and
T. DAVIS, Gievance Coordinator for Henrico
County Jail West,

Def endant .

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Norfol k. Henry Coke Mrgan, Jr., Senior
District Judge. (CA-03-406-2)

Subm tted: Septenber 23, 2005 Deci ded: Cctober 21, 2005

Bef ore W LKI NSON, NI EMEYER, and DUNCAN, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.



George Howard Moore, Jr., Appellant Pro Se. Marvin Pierce Rucker,
Kennet h Todd Roeber, SANDS, ANDERSON, MARKS & M LLER, R chnond
Virginia; Rodney Kyle Adans, LECLAIR RYAN, P.C., Richnond,
Virginia, Edward Joseph McNelis, |11, Coreen Antoinette Bronfield,
Ashton Marie Jennette, RAWS & MCNELIS, P.C., Richnond, Virginia,
for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

George Howard Mbore, Jr. appeals the district court’s
order denying his notion for reconsideration of the district
court’s order dismssing his 42 U S.C. § 1983 (2000) action.” W
have reviewed the record and find no abuse of discretion or
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the

district court. See Moore v. Crunp, No. CA-03-406-2 (E.D. Va

filed Mar. 3, 2005; entered Mar. 4, 2005). W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

"Appel | ees contend More's notice of appeal was untinely,
“thus divesting this court of jurisdiction to reviewthe matter.”
Al though we lack jurisdiction to review the district court’s
under | yi ng order dism ssing Miore’s action, because More’ s notice
of appeal was untinmely as to that order, More' s notice of appeal
was tinely as to the district court’s final order denying his
notion for reconsideration. See In re Burnley, 988 F.2d 1, 3 (4th
Cr. 1992).
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