UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 98-2819

MARY MCLEQCD,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

and

DOE 1; DCE 2; DCE 3,
Plaintiffs,

ver sus

HONDA OF SOUTH CAROLI NA MANUFACTURI NG, | NCOR-
PORATED; THE COUNTY OF FLORENCE, SOUTH CARO-
LI NA; HENRY PEOPLES, Mayor; TOMN OF TI MVONS-
VI LLE; SCOLLI E FLOYD, MARY FLOYD; U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF HOUSI NG & URBAN DEVELOPMENT; ANDREW
CUOMD, Secretary; SOUTH CAROLI NA DEPARTMENT OF
COMVERCE; SAMJEL P. CARAQ LL, Director,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. Caneron McGowan Currie, District
Judge. (CA-97-3938-4-22)

Subm tted: July 8, 1999 Decided: July 14, 1999

Bef ore NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and KING Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PRUET, JACOBS & POLLARD, Col unbia, South Carolina; Janes Carlisle
Rushton, 111, THE HYMAN LAWFI RM Fl orence, South Carolina; Robert
Thomas King, WLLCOX, BUYCK & WLLIAMS, P.A, Florence, South
Carolina; Brown WIIliam Johnson, CLARKE, JOHNSON, PETERSON &
MCLEAN, P.A., Florence, South Carolina; R chard W Arnold,

Fl orence, South Carolina; WIIliamRoberts Cal houn, Jr., Sandra Reid
Boney, SWEENY, W NGATE & BARROW P.A., Colunbia, South Carolina

Barbara Murcier Bowens, OFFICE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY,
Col unbia, South Carolina; Daniel Milloy MEachin, Jr., Florence,

Sout h Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Mary McLeod appeal s fromthe district court’s order di sm ssing
her civil action. W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny
McLeod’ s notion for appoi ntnent of counsel and affirmon the rea-

soning of the district court. See MlLeod v. Honda of South Caro-

lina Mg., Inc., No. CA-97-3938-4-22 (D.S.C. Cct. 14, 1998). W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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