UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 99-7105

MARI O CAlI CEDO CABEZAS,
Petitioner - Appellant,
Ver sus
DONALD S. CALDWELL, Roanoke Conmonwealth
Attorney; BETTY JO ANTHONY, Chief Assistant
Commonweal th Attorney; COVWONWEALTH OF THE
Cl TY OF ROANCKE,

Respondents - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of Virginia, at Roanoke. James C. Turk, D strict Judge.
(CA-99-372)

Subm tt ed: November 16, 1999 Deci ded: Decenber 10, 1999

Before NIEMEYER, LUTTIG and MOrzZ, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Mari o Cai cedo Cabezas, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Mari o Cai cedo Cabezas appeal s the district court’s orders: (1)
denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U S.C. § 2241 (1994)
and 28 U S.C A § 2254 (West 1994 & Supp. 1999); (2) denying his
notion to alter or anend judgnent; and (3) correcting the style of
its previous order. Cabezas originally filed his petition in the
United States District Court for the District of South Carolina.
That court transferred the case to the Western District of Virginia
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) (1994). Cabezas al so appeal s the
transfer order.

We have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinions
denyi ng Cabezas’ 8 2254 petition and his notion for reconsi deration
and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certificate
of appealability and dism ss the appeal on the reasoning of the

district court. See Cabezas v. Caldwell, No. CA-99-372 (WD. Va.

June 8; July 14; & Aug. 2, 1999). To the extent that we have
jurisdiction over the transfer order, we find no reversible error
inthe decisionto transfer the case. See 28 U S.C. § 1404 (1994);

see generally WIlson-Cook Medical, Inc. v. WIlson, 942 F.2d 247,

250 (4th Gr. 1991). Accordingly, we dismss the appeal of the

transfer order on the reasoning of the district court. See Cabezas

v. Caldwell, No. CA 99-0136-23BD (D.S.C. My 12, 1999). 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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