Filed: April 17, 1996

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

No. 95-7522
( CA- 93- 1424- AV

Lorenzo A. Scorpio,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

Julia Foster-Wodson, etc., et al,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

ORDER

The Court amends its opinion filed April 4, 1996, as foll ows:

On the cover sheet, section 5 -- the panel information is

corrected to read "Before Nl EMEYER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and
BUTZNER, Senior Circuit Judge."

For the Court - By Direction

/'s/ Bert M Montague

Clerk



UNPUBL | SHED

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

No. 95-7522

LORENZO A. SCORPI O
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

JULI A FOSTER- WOODSON, I nstitutional Case
Manager, Nottoway Penitentiary; CLARENCE L.
JACKSQON, Chai rman of the Board, Virginia Board
of Parol e; EDWARD W MURRAY, Director, Depart-
ment of Corrections of Virginia;, YVETTE KI NG
Subst ance Abuse Counsel or; GEORGE LACKS, Cor -
rectional O ficer; E. DAVIS, Rec. Dept. Super-
visor; R BUTLER, Rec. Dept. Supervisor; S. V.
JONES, Cor poral,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Alexandria. T. S. Ellis, IIl, District
Judge. (CA-93-1424-AM

Submtted: March 21, 1996 Decided: April 4, 1996

Bef ore NI EMEYER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Lorenzo A. Scorpio, Appellant Pro Se. Susan Canpbell Al exander,
Assi stant Attorney Ceneral, Richnond, Virginia, for Appellees.




Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe district court's order denying re-
lief on his notionto alter or anmend t he judgnent denying relief in
his 42 U.S.C. 8 1983 (1988) conplaint. W have reviewed the record
and the district court's opinion and find no reversible error. Ac-
cordingly, we affirmsubstantially on the reasoni ng of the district

court. Scorpio v. Foster-Wodson, No. CA-93-1424-AM(E.D. Va. Aug.

18, 1995). To the extent that the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act, 42 U . S.C. AL 88 2000bb to 2000bb-4 (West 1994), m ght apply to
Appel l ant's action, Appellees are entitledto inmunity. See Harl ow

v. Fitzgerald, 457 U S. 800, 815-16 (1982) (public officials are

free fromliability for nonetary damages if they can plead and
prove that their conduct did not violate clearly established
statutory or constitutional rights of which a reasonabl e person
woul d have known). W di spense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

AFFlI RVED



