UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 98-7218

DAVI D LEE CARR
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

NI CHOLAS HUN, Ex-Comm ssioner, Departnent of
Corrections in his Individual Capacity; LARRY
MCNEELY, Commi ssioner, Departnent of Correc-
tions in his Individual Capacity; WLLIAM C
DUNCI L, Warden, Huttonsville Correctional Cen-
ter in his Individual Capacity; ROY WH TE,
Medi cal Administrator CMS5 Huttonsville Cor-
rectional Center in his Individual Capacity;
BRENDA STARR, Enpl oynment Officer, Huttonsville
Correctional Center in her Individual Capac-
ity; ELLEN COLLETT, Dental Assistant, Huttons-
ville Correctional Center in her Individual
Capacity; MARY THOWSON, RN, Nurse OCM5,
Huttonsville Correctional Center in her Indi-
vi dual Capacity; CORRECTI ONAL MEDI CAL SYS-
TEMS, | NCORPORATED, CMS Huttonsville Correc-
tional Center inits Individual Capacity; JOHN
DOES, Unknown Agents, Huttonsville Correction-
al Center in his or her Individual Capacity,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Northern
District of West Virginia, at Elkins. Robert Earl Maxwell, Seni or
District Judge. (CA-97-56-2)

Submitted: Novenmber 19, 1998 Deci ded: Decenber 3, 1998



Bef ore HAM LTON and WLLIAMS, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

David Lee Carr, Appellant Pro Se. Leslie K Kiser, WEST VIRG N A
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTI ONS, Charl eston, West Virgini a; Mark Sheri dan
Brennan, WRI GHT, ROBI NSON, OSTH MER & TATUM Richnond, Virginia
for Appel |l ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

David Lee Carr appeals the district court’s order denying his
notion for arestraining order and dismssing his civil actionwth
prejudi ce. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the

reasoning of the district court. Carr v. Hun, No. CA-97-56-2 (N.D.

W Va. July 28, 1998). W dispense with oral argument because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.
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