UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-1114

ANTHONY M AVATO A. M CHAEL SCOTT, SR,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

Ver sus

CITY OF RRCHVOND;, W R SHUMAN, Detective,
I ndividually and as a police officer for the
Cty of Richnond; ROBERT HOSI CK, Detective
Sgt., Individually and as a police officer for
the City of Richnond; TERESA P. GOOCH, Cap-
tain, Individually and as a police officer for
the City of Ri chnond; LAUREL M LLER, Major,
Individually and as a police officer for the
Cty of Richnond; PHI LIP MANGANO, Detective
Sgt., Individually and as a police officer for
the Cty of R chnmond, MARTY M TAPSCOIT,
Chief, Individually and as Police Chief for
the City of Richnond,

Def endants - Appel |l ees,

ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Party in Interest.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Richnond. Robert E. Payne, D strict Judge.
(CA-94-193)

Argued: January 31, 1996 Deci ded: March 5, 1996




Bef ore WDENER, LUTTIG and MOTZ, Crcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

ARGUED: Ronald J. Bacigal, Youth Advocacy Cinic, T. C WIllians
School of Law, UN VERSITY OF RICHVOND, Richnmond, Virginia, for
Appel | ant s. Scott Charles Oostdyk, MCGU RE, WOODS, BATTLE &
BOOTHE, Ri chnond, Virginia, for Appellees. ON BRI EF: Mchael J.
Kelly, Richnond, Virginia, for Appellants. Kenneth D. Crowder,
MCGUI RE, WOODS, BATTLE & BOOTHE, Ri chnond, Virginia; WIIliam Joe
Hoppe, Senior Assistant City Attorney, Ri chnond, Virginia; M chael
HuYoung, Ri chnond, Virginia; Jane Chittom SHUFORD, RUBI N & G BNEY,
Ri chnond, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ants, Anthony M Amato and A. M chael Scott, Sr., appeal
fromthe district court's grant of summary judgnent in favor of the
def endants on appellants' conplaints alleging violations of 42
U S.C. 8§ 1983 and of various state | aws. W have revi ewed t he di s-
trict court's opinion, the record, the briefs, and the contentions
advanced by both parties at oral argunent and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirmthe decision of the district court

on the reasoning of that court. Amato v. Gty of Ri chnond, 875 F.

Supp. 1124 (E.D.Va. 1994).

AFFlI RVED



