UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 01-1802

ERI C NELSON; LI SA NELSON,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

SOUTH CAROLI NA SUPREME COURT; ERNEST FI NNEY,
i ndi vi dual I'y; JEAN HOEFER TOAL, i ndividually;
JAMES E. MOORE, individually; JOHAN H WALLER
JR, individually; E.C. BURNETT, II1, individ-
ual I'y; DI SCI PLI NARY COUNSEL; HENRY RI CHARDSON,
i ndi vidual l'y; ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE STATE OF
SOUTH CAROLI NA; CHARLES CONDQN, i ndividual |y;
JAMES BOGLE, individually;, EMORY SM TH, i ndi -
vidual l'y; SEVERAL UNKNOMAN ATTORNEYS AND/ OR
| NVESTI GATORS, enpl oyed by the South Carolina
Attorney Ceneral, individually; ELDON RI SHER,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. Margaret B. Seynour, District Judge.
(CA-99- 2015- 4- 24)

Submitted: Cctober 4, 2001 Deci ded: COctober 11, 2001

Bef ore NI EMEYER, LUTTIG and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




Eric Nelson, Lisa Nelson, Appellants Pro Se. St ephen Pet erson
Groves, Sr., John Ham Iton Smth, YOUNG CLEMENT, RIVERS & TI SDALE,
Charl eston, South Carolina; R chard Mark Gergel, David Eliot
Rot hst ei n, GERGEL, NI CKLES & SOLOMON, Col unbi a, South Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal the district court’s order denying relief on
their 42 U S . C A 8§ 1983 (West Supp. 2001) conplaint. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion accepting the
magi strate judge' s recommendation and find no reversible error
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See

Nel son v. South Carolina Suprene Court, No. CA-99-2015-4-24 (D.S.C

May 14, 2001). W dispense with oral argunment because the facts
and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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