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Barbara W Ilians; GABRIELLE ANGE, infant, by
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CI TY OF CHESAPEAKE; JOHN COLI VER, Deputy City
Attorney; WALTER D. CLARK, Director, Depart-
ment of Social Services, Cty of Chesapeake;
CATHERI NE B. GOLDBERG Assistant Director,
Departnent of Social Services, City of Chesa-
peake; CAROL B. KERPELMAN, Chief of Services,
Departnent of Social Services, Cty of Chesa-
peake; PHYLLI S B. STEEN, Supervisor of Foster
Care, Departnent of Social Services, City of
Chesapeake; MARGARET B. HOUSTQON, Soci al
Wor ker, Departnment of Social Services, Gty
of Chesapeake; JAMES D. CLARK, Social Worker,
Departnent of Social Services, City of
Chesapeake; DONNA J. CAMPBELL, Social Worker,
Departnment of Social Services, City of
Chesapeake; SUSAN B. WALLACE, Social Worker,
Departnment of Social Services, Cty of
Chesapeake; RAYMOND D. MCCOY, LCSW WEARE A
Z\\EMER, LCP,

Def endants - Appell ees.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Norfol k. John A MacKenzie, Senior District
Judge. (CA-95-524-2)

Submitted: Septenber 25, 1997 Deci ded: Cctober 20, 1997

Before LUTTIG M CHAEL, and MOTZ, G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant s appeal the district court's order denyingrelief on
their 42 U S.C. § 1983 (1994) conplaint. W have reviewed the
record and the district court's opinion accepting the nmagistrate
judge's recommendation and find no reversible error. Accordingly,

we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Davis v. City of

Chesapeake, No. CA-95-524-2 (E.D. Va. May 17, 1996). We deny Appel -

| ants' notions for an informal hearing and for the appoi nt nent of
counsel . We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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