UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 04-2258

FRANKLI N C. REAVES, Reverend,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

and

MAGGE E WALLACE GLOVER, R F. DAVIS, Bishop;
TERRY LAW Reverend; J. CALVIN THOVAS, WLLIE
GLADDEN,

Plaintiffs,

vVer sus

SQUTH CARCLI NA  DEMOCRATI C  PARTY;, SQUTH
CAROLINA  ELECTION  COW SSI ON; EXECUTI VE
COW TTEE OF THE SOUTH CARCLI NA DEMOCRATI C
PARTY; FLORENCE COUNTY ELECTI ON COVM SSI ON;

DI LLON COUNTY ELECTION COW SSI ON, MARK
SANFORD, CGovernor; MARLBORO COUNTY ELECTI ON
COWM SSI ON; MARI ON COUNTY ELECTI ON COW SSI ON,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. Terry L. Woten, District Judge.
( CA- 04- 2171- 4- 25)

Submitted: February 23, 2005 Deci ded: March 3, 2005

Before MOTZ and CGREGORY, Circuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.



Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Franklin C. Reaves, Appellant Pro Se. Wl liam Nornman Nettles

Col unmbi a, South Carolina; Henry Dargan McMaster, Attorney General,
Clyde Havird Jones, Jr., Assistant Attorney General, John WIIiam
Mcl nt osh, Assistant Attorney General, Tracey Colton G een, OFFICE
OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF SOUTH CARCLINA, Colunbia, South
Carolina; Charlie Janes Blake, Jr., FLORENCE COUNTY ATTORNEY S
CFFI CE, Florence, South Carolina; Henry Jerone Wite, Colunbia,
South Carolina; Lucas C. Padgett, Jr., Mchael C Scarafile, MCNAIR
LAWFIRM P.A , Charleston, South Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Reverend Franklin C. Reaves appeals from the district
court’s order granting sunmary judgnent to defendants and
disnmissing his conplaint™ in which he alleged violations of the
Fifteenth Anendnent of the Constitution, as applied through the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 (codified as anmended at 42 U. S C
88 1971, 1973, 1973c (2000)), and the Due Process C ause and Equal
Protection Cl ause of the Fourteenth Anendnent. W have revi ewed
the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm

for the reasons stated by the district court. See dover v. South

Carolina Denocratic Party, No. CA-04-2171-4-25 (D.S.C. Sept. 3,

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.

AFFI RVED

‘Five other plaintiffs were nanmed in the conplaint. Rev.
Reaves is the only plaintiff who appeals.
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