UNPUBL | SHED

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

No. 97-7500

VI CTOR TOWNES,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CI TY OF BALTI MORE; UNKNOWN FI ELD DI RECTORS OF
THE BALTIMORE F.B.l. OFFICE; BALTIMORE CITY
POLI CE DEPARTMENT; VAUGHN FOREMAN, Trooper;
SAMUEL N. W CHNER, Special Agent,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

UNKNOWN MARYLAND STATE TROOPER; UNKNOWN BALTI -
MORE CI TY UNI FORM and possi bl e pl ai ncl ot hes,
POLI CE OFFI CERS AND THEI R SUPERI ORS; UNKNOWN
BALTI MORE FI RE AND AMBULANCE SERVI CE ATTEN-
DANTS; UNKNOWN FBI  AGENTS; UNKNOWN BALTI MORE
Cl TY PCLI CE COW SSI ONER;  UNKNOWN COVM SSI ONER
FOR THE BALTIMORE CITY FIRE AND AMBULANCE
SERVI CES,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the D strict of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. WIlliam N. Nickerson, District Judge.
( CA- 95- 3529- WWN)

Submitted: February 26, 1998 Deci ded: March 19, 1998



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

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Vi ctor Townes, Appellant Pro Se. WIIliamRowe Phel an, Jr., OFFICE
OF THE G TY SOLICITOR, Baltinore, Maryland; Lynne Ann Battagli a,
United States Attorney, Charles Joseph Peters, Sr., OFFI CE OF THE
UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Baltinore, Maryland; Duane Anthony
Ver der ai me, BALTI MORE CI TY PCLI CE DEPARTMENT, Bal ti nore, Maryl and;
John Joseph Curran, Jr., Attorney General, Baltinore, Maryl and;
Donal d Eugene Hof f man, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF MARYLAND,
Pi kesville, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s fromthe district court's orders di sm ssi ng
certain Defendants and denying relief on his 42 U S C. § 1983
(1994) conplaint. W have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Townes v. Baltinore,

No. CA-95-3529-WW (D. Md. Cct. 3, 1996, Dec. 18, 1996, and Sept.
19, 1997.) We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materi als before

the court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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