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GQUY CARM CHAEL CRENSHAW
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

COMWODNWEALTH OF VIRA NI A, Unknown and unnaned
John and Jane Doe Attorneys and O ficers; CUM
BERLAND COUNTY SHERI FF' S DEPARTMENT, Unknown
and unnaned John and Jane Doe Sheriff’'s O -
ficers; CUVBERLAND COUNTY, and Federal Drug
Enf orcement Team unknown and unnaned John and
Jane Doe Agents; STEVEN D. GOODW N; DOUGLAS P.
MCGEE; SA' AD EL-AM N, JAMES S. G LMORE, III,
Gover nor; BUCKI NGHAM COUNTY SHERI FF' S DEPART-
MENT; FARWI LLE POLI CE DEPARTMENT; CLAUDE
MEI NHART; RCODNEY DAVENPORT; TRAVIS d LLI AM
TODD PHI LLI PS; DENNI S OANBY, Cunberl and County
Sheriff’'s Ofice; PATRI Cl A SALES, Commonweal t h
Attorney; JANET RENO, Departnent of Justice;
EDGAR M WRI GHT,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of Virginia, at Roanoke. James C. Turk, District Judge.
(CA-00-719-7)

Subm tted: WMy 17, 2001 Deci ded: My 22, 2001

Bef ore W DENER, N EMEYER, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.




Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

GQuy Carm chael Crenshaw, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

@Quy Carm chael Crenshaw appeal s the district court’s order de-
nying relief on his 42 U S.C A § 1983 (West Supp. 2000) conpl aint.
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. Crenshawv. Virginia, No. CA-00-719-7 (WD.

Va. Sept. 15, 2000). We deny Crenshaw s notion for oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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