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SUE ELLEN SELLARS HAMMONDS, a resident of New
Hanover County,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

JOSEPH MCQUEEN, Sheriff of New Hanover County
Sheriff's Departnent,

Def endant - Appell ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at WlImngton. Janmes C. Fox, Chief D s-
trict Judge. (CA-96-226-7-F)

Subm tt ed: Novenber 6, 1997 Deci ded: Novenber 19, 1997

Before WDENER and LUTTIG Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Sue Ellen Sellars Hamonds, Appellant Pro Se. Robert Harrison
Sasser, |11, Coleman M Cowan, WOVBLE, CARLYLE, SANDRI DGE & RI CE,
Ral ei gh, North Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the district court's order dism ssing her
42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1994) conplaint pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P.
12(b) (6). Appellant alleged that Sheriff Joseph McQueen viol ated
her civil rights while she was visiting the Sheriff's Departnent.
We have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion and

find no reversible error. Hammbnds v. MQueen, No. CA-96-226-7-F

(E.D.N.C. Mar. 18, 1997). Al though McQueen was naned as a defen-
dant, Appellant did not all ege that McQueen was personal ly i nvol ved
in the clainmed assault or that he had know edge of conduct that
posed a pervasi ve and unreasonabl e ri sk of constitutional injury.
Therefore, Appellant has not denonstrated that McQueen was del i b-
erately indifferent toor tacitly authorized the all eged of fensi ve

practices. See Shawv. Stroud, 13 F. 3d 791, 798-99 (4th Cir. 1994).

Appel l ant has also failed to allege proof of a custom or policy
favoring the comm ssion of the alleged constitutional violations
necessary to nmamintain an action against MQueen in his official

capacity. See Monell v. Departnent of Social Servs., 436 U S. 658,

690-91 (1978). Accordingly, we affirm W dispense with ora
argunent 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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