UNPUBL | SHED

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

No. 97-7247

DONALD SYLVESTER GRCSS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

RI CHARD LANHAM SR., Commi ssioner of Correc-
tions; SEWALL SM TH, Warden; EUGENE NUTH, War -
den; JOSEPH W LSON, Assi stant Warden; CAPTAIN
LONG LI EUTENANT ADAMS; S. PRESBURY, Li euten-
ant; LENA KENT, Sargeant; DONALD THOVAS,
Sargeant; R LAWSON, Sargeant; WLLI AMLEW S,
Sargeant; SARCGEANT RUSSELL; S. HARLEE, Sar-
geant; CORRECTIONAL OFFICER SNELLING J.
ALSTON, Correctional O ficer; CORRECTI ONAL
OFFICER BRIGHT; R  SANDERS, Correctional
Oficer; D. NORRS, Correctional Oficer;
CORRECTI ONAL OFFI CER OTI'S; MARJORI E W LLI AVS,
Sargeant, Adm nistrative Renedy Coordi nator;
Rl CHARD DUNCAN, Headquarters Adm nistrative
Remedy Coor di nat or; MCAC MAI L STAFF PERSONNEL;
JANEL LEE, Admi nistrative Remedy Coordi nator,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CA-
96- 3758- S)

Submitted: Decenber 18, 1997 Deci ded: January 7, 1998

Before WLKINS, N EMEYER, and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges.



Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Donal d Syl vester Gross, Appellant Pro Se. Stephanie Judith Lane-
Weber, Assistant Attorney General, Baltinore, Maryland, for

Appel | ees

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's orders denying relief
on his 42 U.S.C. 8 1983 (1994) conplaint, denying his notion to
conpel discovery, and denying his notions for appoi nt ment of coun-
sel. W have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion
and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmsubstantially

on the reasoning of the district court. G oss v. Lanham No. CA-96-

3758-S (D. Md. Aug. 22, 1997). Further, we find that the district
court properly exercisedits discretionto deny Appellant’'s notions
to conpel discovery and for appointnent of counsel. W di spense
with oral argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented inthe materi al s before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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