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PER CURI AM

Lorai ne and Kevin Pool appeal the district court’s grant of
summary judgnent in favor of State FarmFire and Casualty | nsurance
Conmpany in their action for breach of contract under a fire
i nsurance policy. W affirm

State Farm noved for summary judgnment and the Pools did not
respond. The district court found, as a matter of | aw and upon the
facts presented by State Farm that the Pools had not conplied with
the policy requirenents and that conpliance is a condition

precedent to bringing suit against the insurer. See Fineberg v.

State Farm Fire and Casualty Co., 438 S.E.2d 754, 755 (N.C. App.

1994). Failure to conply with conditions precedent “bars recovery
as well as the right to bring suit under the policy.” 1d. W agree
with the district court’s conclusion that State Farmwas entitled
to judgnent as a matter of lawon the facts presented in the notion

for summary judgnent. See Fed. R Civ. P. 56(c), (e); Custer v. Pan

Anerican Life Insurance Co., 12 F.3d 410, 416 (4th Cr. 1986).

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s order. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the material before the court and argunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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