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PER CURI AM

In these consolidated appeals, Carnie Norris seeks to appeal
the district court’s order dismssing wthout prejudice his
petition filed under 28 U S.C. A § 2254 (West 1994 & Supp. 1998)
and the district court’s order denying his request for a cer-
tificate of appealability filed after dismssal of his § 2254
petition. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opi nion accepting the reconmmendati on of the magi strate judge and
find no reversible error wwth regard to the dism ssal w thout prej-
udice of Norris’ 8§ 2254 petition. Accordingly, we deny a certif-
icate of appealability and dism ss the appeal as to that order on

the reasoning of the district court. See Norris v. Harrison, No.

CA-99-807-2-18AJ (D.S.C. Mar. 24, 2000). W further deny a cer-
tificate of appealability and dism ss Norris’ appeal of the dis-
trict court’s denial of a certificate of appealability as Norris
fails to make a substantial show ng of a denial of a constitutional
right. See 28 U S.C A § 2253(c)(2) (West Supp. 2000). W dis-
pense 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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