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PER CURI AM

In No. 01-1449, Pauline Crusenberry appeals the district
court’s order denying her notion for newtrial. W have revi ewed
the record and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible

error. See Fitzgerald v. Geene, 150 F.3d 357, 362 (4th Cr.

1998); Gty of Richnond v. Madison Mgnt. Goup, Inc., 918 F. 2d 438,

459 (4th Gr. 1990). Accordingly, we affirm

Inits cross-appeal, No. 01-1497, Boddi e-Noell chall enges the
district court’s order denying its bill of costs pursuant to Fed.
R CGv. P. 54(d)(1). However, our review of the record and dis-
trict court’s order again reveals no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirm that decision on the reasoning of the district

court. Crusenberry v. Boddie-Noell Enterprises, Inc., No. CA-99-

129-2 (WD. Vva. Mar. 15, 2001). W dispense with 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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