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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Ri chard Davi d Cooper, George W/Ison, John Trippett, Janes Britton,
Kenney Edwards, W/II|iam Young, Henry Davis, Gary Bright, Gegory
Ham [ ton, Charles H|ll, Anthony Pressberry, Brian Stokeling, Irvin
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Cobbs, Jonathan Bork, John Carter, Charles Wight, WIIliam
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal the district court’s order dismssing their
42 U S.C. A 8§ 1983 (West Supp. 2001) nedical treatnment claim W
have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find
no reversible error. Further, we decline to review Appellants

clainms raised for the first time on appeal. See Miuth v. United

States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th G r. 1993). Accordingly, we affirmon

the reasoning of the district court. See Cooper v. Prison Health

Servs., No. CA-01-1428-S (D. Md. May 23, 2001). We deny Appel -
| ants’ notion for appointnment of counsel. W dispense 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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