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EARL N. OVENS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
Ver sus
PARRIS N GLENDENI NG Governor; LAMONT W
FLANAGAN, Conmi ssioner; WLLIAM JEDNORSKI,
War den; OFFI CER PEARSON, OFFI CER KELLER,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Geenbelt. Alexander WIllianms, Jr., District Judge.
(CA-97-1839)

Subm tted: January 12, 1999 Deci ded: March 12, 1999

Bef ore WDENER, WLKINS, and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Earl N. Omnens, Appellant Pro Se. John Joseph Curran, Jr., Attorney
General, @enn T. Marrow, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF MARY-
LAND, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Earl Ownens, a Maryland i nmate, filed an action agai nst vari ous
prison officials alleging that they violated his constitutiona
rights by not protecting himfromother inmates. He now appeal s
the district court order granting Defendants’ notion for summary
judgnment and dismssing Ownens’ conplaint filed pursuant to 42
U S.C § 1983 (1994).

We have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
and find no reversible error. W affirmthe court’s dism ssal of
Def endants Governor Parris d endeni ng, Comm ssioner of Pre-tria
Detention & Servi ces Lanont Fl anagan, Warden W |iamJednorski, and
O ficer Mark Kell er based on the reasoning of the district court.
As to Defendant O ficer WIIliamPearson, we find that Onens fail ed
to submt sufficient evidence cognizable on summary judgnment to
show that a trial was necessary on the issue of whether Oficer

Pear son knew of a substantial risk of harmto him See Anderson v.

Li berty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 251 (1986) (requiring nonnmoving

party to submit nore than just sone evidence to avoid summary j udg-

ment); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 323 (1986) (stating

t hat nonnoving party nust allege “‘specific facts showng there is
a genuine issue for trial’”). Accordingly, we also affirm the
court’s granting of summary judgnent to Defendant Pearson. W fur-
ther deny Onens’ notion for summary remand. W di spense with oral

argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately



presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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