UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 98-7245

CALVI N GEORG A,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
Ver sus

PENI NSULA REG ONAL MEDI CAL CENTER, DOCTOR
KLUG W COM CO COUNTY SHERI FF''S DEPARTMENT;
ROBIN ROBERTS;, WCOM CO COUNTY DETENTI ON
CENTER,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

GEORG A TI NGLE; DOCTOR SHARMA,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CA-
98- 33-95)

Submitted: Novenmber 30, 1998 Deci ded: Decenber 21, 1998

Bef ore WLKINS and KING Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




Calvin Georgia, Appellant Pro Se. John Russell Penhallegon, Gary
Elliott Duner, Jr., CORNBLATT, BENNETT, PENHALLEGON & ROBERSON,
P. A, Baltinore, Maryl and; Davi d Randol ph Thonpson, COADREY, THOWP-
SON & KARSTEN, P. A., Easton, Maryl and; Kevin Bock Kar pi nski, ALLEN,
JOHNSON, ALEXANDER & KARP, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Cal vin Georgi a appeal s the district court's order denying his
notion for default judgnment/summary judgnment on his 42 U S C A
8§ 1983 (West Supp. 1998) conpl aint and granting sunmary judgnent in
favor of Defendants-Appellees. W have reviewed the record and t he
district court’s opinion and conclude the court did not abuse its
di scretion in denying Georgia s notion for default judgnent agai nst
Appel l ee Klug based on Klug’'s failure to tinely answer Georgia’s
conpl ai nt. We al so conclude the court properly granted sunmary
judgnment in favor of Defendants-Appellees because there was no
genui ne issue of material fact and the Defendants-Appellees were
entitled to judgnent as a matter of law. Accordingly, we affirmon

the reasoning of the district court. CGeorgia v. Peninsula Reqg

Med. Ctr., No. CA-98-33-S (D. Md. July 29, 1998). W dispense with
oral argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the naterials before the court and argunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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