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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Al exandria. Claude M Hilton, Chief
District Judge. (CA-01-144-AM

Subm tted: August 29, 2002 Deci ded: Septenber 5, 2002




Bef ore WDENER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Denetrious Eric Brown, Appellant Pro Se. John D. McChesny, RAWS
& NCNELI'S, P.C., Richnond, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Denetrious Eric Brown appeals the district court’s order
denying relief on his 42 US CA 8§ 1983 (Wst Supp. 2002)
conplaint. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny Brown’s

notion to appoint counsel, and affirm on the reasoning of the

district court. See Brown v. Angel one, No. CA-01-144-AM(E. D. Va.,
filed Mar. 28, 2002; entered Mar. 29, 2002). W 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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