UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 04-2116

ROSE C. POWELL,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

and

SHANNELL POWELL; SHAMELA POWNELL; RUENALL
FREDRI CK,

Pl aintiffs,

ver sus

TONY A, KELLER, JORGE SOCSA; JASON COY REI D,
TI MOTHY JAMES BREVER; LARRY WATERS; GRETCHEN
C. F. SHAPPERT; RICHARD L. VOORHEES; CARL HORN,
11, Mgistrate Judge; GREGORY A. FOREST;
JAYME M LLER; UNI TED STATES MARSHAL' S SERVI CE;
CATAVWBA COUNTY; CATAWBA COUNTY BQOARD OF
COWM SSI ONERS; SHERI FF OF CATAVWBA COUNTY;
CATAVBA COUNTY SHERI FF' S DEPARTMENT; COLDWELL
BANKER BOYD & HASSELL, | NCORPORATED REALTORS;
ELVALORI E MATTHEWS; RI CHARD MCDONNELL; MARK T.
CALLOMY; NEWON PCLI CE DEPARTMENT; CONOVER
PCLI CE DEPARTMENT; W LLI AM A. BRAFFORD,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of North Carolina, at Statesville. Graham C. Ml | en,
Chief District Judge. (CA-03-160-5-M))




Subm tted: February 9, 2005 Deci ded: February 14, 2005

Bef ore W LKINSON, M CHAEL, and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Rose C. Powel |, Appellant Pro Se. Janes Redfern Modrgan, Jr., Robert
Danny Mason, Jr., WOMBLE, CARLYLE, SANDRIDGE & RICE, PLLC
Wnston-Salem North Carolina; Edward Laughtin Eatman, Jr.,
El i zabeth Ann Martineau, HEDRI CK, EATMAN, GARDNER & KI NCHELCE
Charlotte, North Carolina; Scott Douglas MacLatchie, Sean Francis
Perrin, WOVBLE, CARLYLE, SANDRIDCE & RICE, PLLC, Charlotte, North
Carolina; Jennifer Ann Youngs, OFFICE OF THE UN TED STATES
ATTORNEY, Charlotte, North Carolina; WIIliam Anthony Navarro,
W SHART, NORRI'S, HENNI NGER & PITTMAN, Charlotte, North Carolina,
for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Rose C. Powell appeals the district court’s order
granting summary judgnment to defendants on her «civil rights
conpl aint that all eged viol ati ons based upon the forfeiture of real
property. We have reviewed the record and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. See Powell v. Keller, No. CA-03-160-5-MJ (WD. N C. Aug. 24,

2004). We dispense with oral argument because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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