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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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SCHWARTZ & EVANS, P.A., Charlotte, North Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Oran T. Davis and Regina Davis appeal the district court’s
order granting three separate notions to dismss filed by the
Def endants and dismssing their «civil action for lack of
jurisdiction. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm on

the reasoning of the district court. See Davis v. Meredith, No.

CA-01-452-MJ (WD.N.C. filed Dec. 13, 2001; entered Dec. 19, 2001).
We deny as noot the Davises’ notion to renmand the case, or in the
alternative, to place the case in abeyance pendi ng di sposition of
their Fed. R Gv. P. 60(b) notion in the district court. e
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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