UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 02-1269

GLENN R SCAGGS; JAM E SCAGGS,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

MCA NNI' S BROTHERS, | NCORPCRATED, d/ b/ a
McCorkle Machine & Engineering, a West
Vi rginia Corporation,

Def endant - Appell ee,
and

SULZER METCO (US) | NCORPORATED, a foreign
corporation with offices in New York; EUTECTIC
CORPORATI ON, a foreign <corporation wth
of fices in [11inois; WAL L COLMONOY
CORPORATI ON, a foreign <corporation wth
offices in Mchigan; ERVIN INDUSTRIES, a
foreign corporation with offices in M chigan;

BARNSTEEL ABRASIVES, a foreign corporation
with offices in Pennsylvania; PEERLESS METAL
POANDERS & ABRASI VES, | NCORPORATED, a foreign
corporation with offices in Mchigan; G.OBE
STEEL ABRASIVES, a foreign corporation wth
of fices in Oni o; STEEL ABRASI VES,

| NCORPORATED, a foreign corporation wth
offices in Onio; BAY STATE ABRASI VES,

| NCORPORATED, a foreign corporation wth
of fices i n Massachusetts; STELLI TE COATI NGS, a
di vi si on of Del oro Stellite Conpany,

I ncorporated, a foreign corporation wth
of fices in I ndi ana; oVG AMERI CAS,

| NCORPORATED, formerly known as SCM Metal

Products, Incorporated, a foreign corporation
with offices in North Carolina,

Def endant s.



Appeal from the United States District Court for the Southern
District of West Virginia, at Huntington. Joseph Robert Goodw n,
District Judge. (CA-99-819)

Subm tted: August 13, 2002 Deci ded: Septenber 20, 2002

Bef ore NI EMEYER, LUTTIG and KING Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

David Harley Carriger, LAW OFFI CES OF STUART CALVEELL, Charl eston,
West Virginia, for Appellants. Jay M Potter, SCHUVACHER, FRANCI S
& NELSON, Charleston, West Virginia, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

A enn R Scaggs and Jam e Scaggs appeal the district court’s
order granting Defendants sunmary judgnent. W have reviewed the
record and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. See Scaggs v. MGnnis Bros., Inc., No. CA-99-819 (S.D.W

Va. Jan. 31, 2002). W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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