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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Southern D s-
trict of West Virginia, at Beckley. Robert C. Chanbers, District
Judge. (CA-98-1181)




Subm tted: February 10, 2000 Deci ded: February 14, 2000

Bef ore WDENER and NI EMEYER, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpubl i shed per curiam opi nion.

Donal d Lee Taylor, Jr., Appellant Pro Se. Leslie K Tyree, OFFICE
OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, Charleston, West Virginia, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Donal d Lee Taylor, Jr. appeals the district court’s order de-
nying relief on his 42 U S.C A § 1983 (West Supp. 1999) conpl aint.
W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
accepting the magistrate judge’'s report and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we dismss this appeal as frivolous on the

reasoning of the district court. See Taylor v. Davis, No. CA-98-

1181 (S.D.W Va. Aug. 25, 1999). W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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