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PER CURI AM

Joe Edward Moore, Jr., appeals the district court’s order
granting sunmary judgnent to the Defendants on his 42 U S C A
§ 1983 (West Supp. 2000) conplaint. W have reviewed the record
and the district’s opinion and find no reversible error with re-
spect to the grant of summary judgnent to the individual Defen-

dants. See Gty of Dallas v. Stanglin, 490 U. S. 19, 25 (1989);

Fogarty v. Boles, 121 F.3d 886, 890 (3d Cir. 1997); Wagner V.
Wieel er, 13 F. 3d 86, 90-91 (4th Cr. 1993). Mireover, because More
fails to identify any unconstitutional policy, custom or practice
of the Gty of Sunmter, South Carolina, we find the district court
properly granted sunmary judgnment to the Gty to the extent Moore
attenpted to rely upon a respondeat superior theory. Monel | v.

Departnment of Social Servs., 436 U S. 658, 694 (1978); Jackson v.

Long, 102 F.3d 722, 731 (4th Cr. 1996). Accordingly, we affirmon

the reasoning of the district court. See Mwore v. Cty of Sunter,

No. CA-98-3410-3-10 (D.S.C. Jan. 18, 2000). We dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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