UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00-2323

VANETTA MARI E PERDUE,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

TOMN OF SNOW HI LL, a nunicipal corporation;
CRAI G JOHNSON, individually and as agent for
the Town of Snow Hill; ORLANDO A. BLAKE, in-
dividually and as agent, servant and enpl oyee
of the Snow Hill Police Departnent and the
Town of Snow Hill; PHLIP R FORT, individ-
ually and as agent for the Maryland State
Police Departnent and the W rcester County
Bureau of Investigation; MARTIN E KERNER,
individually and as agent for the Maryl and
State Police and the W rcester County Bureau
of Investigation; JOEL TODD, individually and
as agent for the State of Maryl and,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

CRIME SOLVERS OF THE LOWNER EASTERN SHORE,
| NCORPORATED,

Def endant .

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CA-
98- 439-5)




Subm tted: March 30, 2001 Decided: April 20, 2001

Bef ore WLKINS and MOTZ, G rcuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Li nda Eve Percy, Towson, Maryland; Richard Warren Drury, MCMULLEN,
DRURY & PINDER, P.A., Towson, Maryland, for Appellant. Debor ah
Murrell Whelihan, JORDAN, COYNE & SAVITS, Washington, D.C.; Mark
Hol dswort h Bowen, Assistant Attorney General, Pikesville, Maryl and;
John R Sullivan, LONG BADGER, SULLIVAN & ROBERTSON, P.A. ,
Sal i sbury, Maryl and, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Vanetta Perdue appeals the district court’s order granting
summary judgnent to t he Def endants on her enpl oynent discrimnation
cl ai ns. Qur review of the record included on appeal, and the
parties’ briefs, discloses no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Perdue v. Town of

Snow Hill, No. CA-98-439-S (D. M. Aug. 30, 2000). We di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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