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ALBERT L. LIEBNO, JR., on behalf of hinself
and all others simlarly situated; GEORGE
BRUCE HARRI SON; JONATHAN L. BEAM M CHAEL J.

COLE; JOHN R DAVIS; JOHNR DI GGS, JR ; EDWN
P. KARR, RAYMOND KELLAR; DAVID A. MARTIN;

CHARLES MAYS; ROY NOLSON; CHARLES PERTAIN;

RANDY RUDY; ROBERT L. SM TH;, FRANK WALTERS

THOVAS W WARDROPE; DOUGLAS M ZELLER

Plaintiffs - Appell ees,

and

MARYLAND STATE POLICE;, DAVID B. M TCHELL,
Superi ntendent Maryland State Police,

Def endants - Appell ees.
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DAVI D A. BARCROFT,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus



JOSEPH A. BARKER, JR ; PHI LIP M BERMAN, JOHN
F. BOYD, RICHARD T. BRUNS; CARLETON D. COBB
THOMAS W COLBERT; KENNETH W CROCSS, JR
JOSEPH L. DAVIS; DONALD HOLLAWAY; ROSVELL E
JONES; JAMES C. JOYCE; CERRY KEHS; |RVIN
LAMBDI N; CHARLES J. LUKOSKI; CHARLES MAYS;
FRANK M LLS; RICHARD SHARP; JOHN TALBOT, on
behal f of thenselves and all others simlarly
situated; JOHN R DI GGS, JR

Plaintiffs - Appell ees,
and
MARYLAND STATE POLICE; DAVID B. M TCHELL,
Superi ntendent Maryland State Poli ce,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. J. Frederick Mtz, Chief District Judge.
(CA-90-925-JFM CA-92-740-JFM

Subm tted: June 20, 1996 Deci ded: June 27, 1996

Before HALL, WLKINS, and HAM LTON, Crcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

David A. Barcroft, Appellant Pro Se. M chael L. Marshall,
SCHLACHVAN, BELSKY & WEI NER, P.A., Baltinore, Mryland; Law ence
Paul Fletcher-Hll, Assistant Attorney General, Baltinore,

Maryl and, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe district court's order approving a
cl ass action settl enent agreenent. We have reviewed the record and
the district court's opinion and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Barcroft

v. Maryl and State Police, Nos. CA-90-925-JFM CA-92-740-JFM(D. M.

Apr. 5, 1995). We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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