UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98-6427

GEORGE H. VAN WAGNER, 111,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

and

PH LI P CORSO, ROBERT J. ROM TQO PAUL T. DEBRUYN,
Plaintiffs,

ver sus

DENNI S R BIDWELL; MARIE GRAHAM Director of
Health Services; SANDRA HOMRD, MD.; A
VICTORIA;, M RONGO, all in their individual
and official capacities; MARGARET HAMBRI CK,
Regi onal Director; HAROLD A. ROSE, Conpli ance
Anal yst; BARBARA K. VONA, Chief of Conpli ance,
all in their individual and official capaci-
ties; UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; FEDERAL BUREAU
OF PRI SONS; OFFI CE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT;
KENNETH R. MORI TSVGAU, MD, BOP Heal th Services
Director; QU NCY T. HECK, BOP Regional Health
Systens Admi nistrator; GEORCGE C. WCEN, War-
den, FCl Schuylikill; DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Catherine C. Blake, District Judge. (CA-
96- 4070- CCB, CA-97-1963-CCB, CA-97-2465-CCB, CA-97-1616- CCB)




Subm tted: January 12, 1999 Deci ded: January 29, 1999

Before NI EMEYER and LUTTIG Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

George H. Van Wagner, |11, Appellant Pro Se. Lynne Ann Battagli a,
United States Attorney, Baltinore, Maryland; J. Joseph Currah, Jr.,
Attorney General, Wendy Ann Kronm | | er, Assistant Attorney General,
Thomas Wl ton Keech, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF MARYLAND,
Bal tinore, Maryl and; Earl e Bronson W I son, UNI TED STATES DEPARTNMENT
OF JUSTICE, Washington, D.C.; Scott Sutherland Harris, OFFICE OF
THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Washington, D.C., for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM
George Van Wagner, |11, appeals the district court’s order

denying relief in this consolidated action under Bivens v. Six

Unknown Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U S. 388

(1971), and denying relief on his petition under 28 U.S.C A § 2241
(West 1994 & Supp. 1998). We have reviewed the record and the dis-
trict court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly,

we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See Van Wagner

v. Bidwell, Nos. CA-96-4070-CCB; CA-97-1963-CCB; CA-97-2465-CCB

CA-97-1616-CCB (D. M. Jan. 30, 1998)." W dispense with ora
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" Al though the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
January 28, 1998, the district court’s records showit was entered
on the docket sheet on January 30, 1998. Pursuant to Fed. R Civ.
P. 58 and 79(a), we consider this date as the effective date of the
district court’s decision. See WIlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232,
1234-35 (4th Cir. 1986).




