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

No. 95-2659

KAREN SNELL, by and through her parents and
guardi ans, Lillian and Stephen Snell,

Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
JAVES W BUFFI NGTON, DOYLE R. MYERS; GEORCE J.
BROWN; GERALD BOARVAN; JOHN CESCHI NI,

Def endants - Appell ees,
and
THE PRI NCE GEORGE' S COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATI ON;
CATHERI NE M BURCH;, MARY C. CANAVAN, THOVAS R.
HENDERSHOT; VERNA P. TEASDALE; FREDERI CK C.
HUTCHI NSON;, SUZANNE K. PLOUGVAN,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Al exander Wllians, Jr., District Judge.
(CA-93-1184- AW

Submitted: Decenber 17, 1996 Deci ded: January 3, 1997

Before ERVIN, HAM LTON, and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




Matt P. Lavine, College Park, Maryland, for Appellant. Sheldon L.
Gnatt, Roger C. Thomas, REICHELT, NUSSBAUM LAPLACA & M LLER
G eenbelt, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opi nions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Karen Snel |l appeals the district court's order granting a di-
rected verdict for the Defendants in her civil rights action under
42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1994). Snell, a high school student at the tine
of the incidents involved, filedthis suit allegingthat the Defen-
dants viol at ed her constitutional rights by inposingadisciplinary
suspension as a result of her admtted involvenent wth an unau-
thorized student publication. The district court concluded that
Snell had failed to produce sufficient evidence to prevail on her
First Anmendnent cl ai mor her Fourth Armendnent cl ai mand that in any
event the Defendants were entitled to qualified imunity.

This Court will uphold the district court's entry of a di-
rected verdict if, view ng the evidence inthe |light nost favorable
to the non-noving party, there could be only " one reasonable
conclusion as to the verdict'" under the applicable law. Al evrom-

giros v. Hechinger Co., 993 F. 2d 417, 420 (4th G r. 1993) (quoting

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 250 (1986)). Sub-

stantially for the reasons set forth by the district court, we

affirm See Snell v. The Prince George's County Board of Educa-

tion, No. AW93-1184 (D.Md. Aug. 11, 1995).
We di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

Court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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