UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 97-6758

ANTHONY GRANDI SON; STEVEN H. OKEN; JOHN BOOTH-
EL; WESLEY EUGENE BAKER, et al., Plaintiffs,
Prisoners of the Maryl and Correctional Adjust-
nent Center, under a sentence of death, on
behal f of thenselves and all others simlarly
si tuat ed,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; WLLIAM J. CLI NTON,
President, United States of Anmerica; JANET
RENO, Attorney General of the United States of
Anerica; LYNNE ANN BATTAGLIA, United States
Attorney for Maryl and; EUGENE M NUTH, Warden,
Maryl and Correctional Adjustnent Center, et
al., Defendants, sued in their official
capacities,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CA-
97-1396-S)

Subm tted: June 30, 1998 Deci ded: August 7, 1998

Bef ore MURNAGHAN, WLKINS, and WLLIAMS, Circuit Judges.




Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Ant hony Grandi son, Steven H. Cken, John Booth-El, Wsley Eugene
Baker, Appellants Pro Se. Lynne Ann Battaglia, United States
Attorney, Andrea L. Smith, OFFICE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY,
Bal ti more, Maryland, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel  ants, Maryl and i nmat es under deat h sentences, appeal the
district court’s order dism ssing this action seeking a declaratory
judgnment and i njunctive relief and chall enging the constitutional-
ity of Chapter 154 of the Antiterrorismand Effective Death Penalty
Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-132, 110 Stat. 1214. Each Appell ant
has, or will have, pending in the district court a 28 U S. CA
8§ 2254 (West 1994 & Supp. 1998) petition. Their respective en-
titlenment to habeas corpus relief is the underlying case or contro-
versy. A judgnent in the subject action “would not resolve the
entire case or controversy as to any one of them but would nerely
determne a collateral |egal issue governing certain aspects of

their pending or future suits.” Calderon v. Ashnus, 118 S.Ct. 1694,

1699 (1998). The Suprenme Court in Calderon ruled that such an
actionis not ajusticiable case under U S. Const. art Ill. See id.
at 1698-99.

We accordingly grant in forma pauperis status and affirm W
di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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