UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 05-6453

JOHN PATRI CK MCSHEFFREY,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

KATHLEEN HAWK- SAWER, D rector, Feder al

Bureau of Prisons; MARGARET C. HAMBRI CK,

Regi onal Director, Feder al Bureau of

Pri sons, Annapol i s, Mar yl and; GREGORY
BOGAN, in his individual and official

capacity as Associate Warden, Cunberl and
Federal Correctional Institution; WLLIAM
HENDERSQON, in his individual and official

capacity as Associate Warden, Cunberl and
Federal Correctional Institution; JEFFREY
BOLYARD, in his individual and official

capacity as Superintendent of |Industries,

Cunber | and Federal Correctional I nstitution;

JERRY LEWS, in his individual and offici al

capacity as Lieutenant, Cunberland Federal

Correctional Institution; SH RLEY CRUMP, in
his i ndividual and official capacity,

Cunber| and Federal Correctional Institution;

R DULLA,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Andre M Davis, District Judge. (CA-04-
1195- AMD)




Subm tted: August 18, 2005 Deci ded: August 24, 2005

Bef ore WDENER, WLLIAMS, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

John Patrick MSheffrey, Appellant Pro Se. Thomas M chael
D Biagi o, United States Attorney, Jennifer AL Wight, OFFI CE OF THE
UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Baltinore, Mryland; Beverly M Russell,
OFFICE OF THE UN TED STATES ATTORNEY, Washington, D.C., for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

John Patrick MSheffrey appeals the district court’s
order denying relief on his civil conplaint. W have reviewed the
record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmfor

the reasons stated by the district court. See McSheffrey v. Hawk-

Sawyer, No. CA-04-1195-AMD (D. Md. filed Jan. 28, 2005 & entered
Jan. 31, 2005). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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