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Per Curiam Richard Pacheco appeals froman adverse

judgment in his civil rights suit against various
def endant s. I n pertinent part, Pacheco, who is a public
school enpl oyee subject to a collective bargai ni ng agreenent
between the school commttee defendant and the union
def endant, clainmed that he had been suspended w thout pay
for five days in violation of his federal due process rights
after he failed to pay the service fee required by the
col | ective bargai ning agreenent. The district judge granted
certain defendants' notion to dism ss when Pacheco did not
file a tinmely opposition,! and he granted the remaining
def endants' nmotion for judgnent on the pleadings in a
Mermor andum and Order dated Septenber 29, 2000. We affirm
essentially for the reasons given by the district judge in
hi s Menorandum and Order and for the reasons given by the
defendants in their appellate briefs.

The judgnent of the district court is affirned.

See Loc. R 27(c).

I'n response to defendants' notion, the judge |ater struck
a bel ated opposition. On appeal, Pacheco has not contended t hat
t he judge abused his discretion, or otherwi se erred, in striking
hi s opposition.
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