UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 01-1551

ROBERT STANLEY PLI MPTON,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

EVELYN COOPER;, DAVID FRANCI S, JACK HORTON;
MARY ANN ENLCE; JI M STEVENS; HAYWOOD COUNTY;
C. TOM ALEXANDER, [I11; BOBBY SUTTLES; DEAN
HENLI NE, officially and individually private
capacities; STEVEN J. BRYANT; J. MARLENE
HYATT, Judge; CHARLES W HI PPS,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of North Carolina, at Asheville. Lacy H Thornburg, District
Judge. (CA-01-29-1, CA-01-30-1, CA-01-31-1)

Submtted: October 18, 2001 Deci ded: COctober 25, 2001

Before MOTZ and CGREGORY, GCircuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Robert Stanley Plinpton, Appellant Pro Se. Andrew Christian
Buckner, WOMVBLE, CARLYLE, SANDRIDGE & RICE, Wnston-Salem North
Carolina; Paul A Kaplan, Erik David Bolog, WOBLE, CARLYLE,
SANDRI DGE & RI CE, Washington, D.C.; Gerald Patrick Mirphy, Assis-
tant Attorney General, Raleigh, North Carolina, for Appellees.



Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Robert Plinpton appeals fromthe district court’s orders dis-
m ssing as frivolous his three civil actions and denying his notion
for reconsideration. Qur review of the record and the district
court’s opinion and orders di scloses no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Plinpton
v. Cooper, Nos. CA-01-29-1; CA-01-30-1; CA-01-31-1 (WD.N. C. Feb.
22, 2001; Apr. 10, 2001). W deny Plinpton’s notion for production
of docunents and di spense with oral argument because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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