UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 98-2409

BARTON J. ADAMS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

STATE OF WEST VIRGNA;, STATE OF WEST
VIRA NI A, Board of Osteopathy; ROBERT FOSTER,
individually and in his capacity as President/
Menber of the Board of Osteopathy; RODENY
FINK, D.O, individually and in his capacity
as Vice President/Menber of the Board of
Ost eopat hy; JOSEPH E. SCHREI BER, D.O., indi-
vidually in his capacity as a Secretary/ Menber
of the Board of Osteopathy; KAY CHERENKO, i n-
dividually and in her capacity as a nenber of
t he Board of Osteopathy; BEA HARVEY, i ndivid-
ually and in his capacity as a President/
Menber of the Board of Osteopathy; PAUL
KLEMAN, individually and in his capacity as a
Presi dent/ Menber of the Board of Osteopat hy,

Def endants - Appel | ees,

and

DOES 1-100, individuals; DOE ENTITIES 1-100,

Def endant s.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Northern
District of West Virginia, at Wweeling. Frederick P. Stanp, Jr.,
Chief District Judge. (CA-96-200-5)



Subm tted: January 5, 1999 Deci ded: January 20, 1999

Before WLKINS, N EMEYER, and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Barton J. Adans, Appellant Pro Se. Janes J.A Milhall, SHUVAN
ANNAND, BAI LEY, WYANT & EARLES, Weeling, Wst Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel  ant appeals the district court’s order dismssing his
conplaint with prejudice. W have reviewed the record and the di s-
trict court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly,

we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See Adans v.

State of West Virginia, No. CA-96-200-5 (N.D.W Va. Aug. 19, 1998).

Accordi ngly, we deny Appellees’ notions to supplenent the record
and to strike Appellant’s reply brief as noot. W al so deny Appel -
| ant’ s request for the appointnment of counsel. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



