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NORVAN  HUDSQON, Chief, South H Il Police
Department; EARL HORNE, Mayor, Town of South
Hill; BILL ELKINS, Attorney at Law, TOM OCF
SQUTH HI LL; M LLI E BRACEY, Menber of the Town
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town Council, individually and in their capac-
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GREGORY, Menber of the Town Council, i ndivid-
ually and in their capacity as council nenber;
WOODROW KI DD, Menber of the Town Council,
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menber; JOHNNIE CROADER, Menber of the Town

Council, individually and in their capacity as
counci| nenber; LEROY SASSER, Menber of the
Town Council, individually and in their capac-

ity as council nenber,
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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at R chnond. Robert E. Payne, District Judge.
(CA-01-74)

Subm tted: Septenber 20, 2001 Deci ded: Septenber 26, 2001



Before LUTTIG KING and GREGORY, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Edward P. Hodges, Appellant Pro Se. Barrett Erskine Pope, Any
Jacquel ine Inge, DURRETTE, IRVIN & BRADSHAW P.L.C., Ri chnond,
Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Edward F. Hodges appeals the district court’s orders denying
relief on his 42 U S.C A 8§ 1983 (West Supp. 2001) conpl aint and
denying his notion for reconsideration. W have reviewed the rec-
ord and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district court.

Hodges v. Hudson, No. CA-01-74 (E.D. Va. Apr. 4 & 20, 2001). Wwe

di spense with oral argunent 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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