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

No. 97-6085

HENRY CLECKLEY,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

JOHN B. TAYLOR, Warden, individually and in
his of fi cial capacity; HENRY PONTON, Assi stant
Warden, individually and in his official
capacity; MAJORJONES, individually andin his
of ficial capacity; CAPTAIN BOOKER, i ndividu-
ally and in his official capacity; CAPTAIN
WOODSON, individually and in his official
capacity; LIEUTENANT W LSON, individually and
inhis official capacity; LI EUTENANT COTTRELL,
individually and in his official capacity;
LI EUTENANT ELDRIDGE, individually and in his
of ficial capacity; LI EUTENANT CEE, i ndi vi dual -
ly and in his official capacity; LIEUTENANT
CALL, individually and in his official capac-
ity; SERCGEANT JONES, individually and in his
official capacity; S. LESUEUR, Correctiona

Oficer, individually and in his official
capacity; H JONES, Correctional Oficer,
individually and in his official capacity;
NURSE JAMES, individually and in her official
capacity; NURSE MEADORS, individually and in
her official capacity; NURSE MONROE, i ndivid-
ually and in her official capacity; NURSE
WOOTEN, individually and in her official
capacity; O F. SALINAS, Doctor, individually
and in his official capacity; L.P.N DI XON

LI EUTENANT SEAY; R K. WH TE, Li eutenant,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Norfol k. Robert G Doumar, Senior District
Judge. (CA-96-407-2)

Submitted: WMay 1, 1997 Deci ded: May 8, 1997

Bef ore W DENER and MURNAGHAN, Circuit Judges, and PHI LLI PS, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Henry C eckl ey, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant, Henry Cl eckl ey, appeal sthe district court's orders
dism ssing his 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 (1994) conpl aint and declining to
vacate that order. W have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinion and orders and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. O eckley
v. Taylor, No. CA-96-407-2 (E.D. Va. Nov. 8, 1996; Jan. 7, 1997).
We di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court
and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process. W further deny
Appel l ant's notion for energency relief, notion for a restraining
order, notion to anend the notion for a restraining order, and

notion to subpoena w tnesses.
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