UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 04-7847

LARRY E. BELTQON, SR,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

JEFF AMOS; MARY HORNSBY; PAUL KEI TH, BRI DGET
ASHFORD;, MATTHEW SWANSQON;  FRANK  MCKI NNEY;
DENNI S WEAVER, BONNIE FRANKLIN;  FAI RFI ELD
MANOR NURSI NG HOVE;, SOUTH CARCLI NA DEPARTMENT
OF SOCI AL SERVI CES; COUNTY CF FAI RFI ELD;, STATE
OF SQUTH CAROLI NA; BETSY WHI TE BURTON;, UNI TED
STATES OF AMERI CA,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Rock Hll. Cameron McGowan Currie, District
Judge. (CA-03-3547-3)

Submtted: July 25, 2005 Deci ded: August 9, 2005

Before SHEDD and DUNCAN, GCircuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.
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Carolina; David Leon Morrison, DAVI DSON, MORRI SON & LI NDEMANN, PA,
Col unmbi a, South Carolina, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Larry E. Belton, Sr. seeks to appeal the district court’s
second anmended order and judgnent adopting the recommendati on of
t he magi strate judge and di sm ssing his civil action with prejudice
as to two Defendants (the United States and Bonnie Franklin), and
dismssing the conplaint without prejudice as to the renaining
Def endants. Finding no reversible error, we affirmfor the reasons

stated by the district court. Belton v. Anpbs, No. CA-03-3547-3

(D.S.C. Nov. 5, 2004; Nov. 12, 2004). See 38 U S.C. 88 511(a),
7104, 7252, 7291, 7297 (2000); 28 U.S.C. 88 1254, 1296 (2000); Fed.

R Cv. P. 17; see generally Lujan v. Defenders of WIldlife, 504

U. S. 555, 560-61 (1992). W deny Appellee Fairfield Manor Nursing
Honme’s notion to dism ss the appeal; even though the dism ssal
order was without prejudice as to this party, no anmendnent could
cure the defect in Belton's conplaint against Fairfield Manor

Nur si ng Hone. See Donmino Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Workers Local Union

392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1067 (4th Cr. 1993). Nevert hel ess, the
district court’s order is affirmed as to Fairfield Manor Nursing
Home. W deny Belton’s notions for sanctions and other relief. W
di spense wi th 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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