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PER CURI AM

Mark Corrigan appeals the district court’s orders denying
relief on his 42 US CA § 1983 (Wst Supp. 2001) conplaint,’
denying his notions for reconsideration, and denying his notion to
anend the conplaint and to retain an expert w tness. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinions accepting the
magi strate judge’s recomendation to deny 8 1983 relief and find no
reversible error. Nor do we find any error in the district court’s
denial of Corrigan’s notions for reconsideration, to anmend the
conplaint, and to retain an expert witness. Accordingly, we affirm

on the reasoning of the district court. Corrigan v. Atkins, No.

CA-98-667-5-CT (E.D.N.C. Dec. 28, 1998; Feb. 23, 1999; Feb. 24,
2000; Sept. 27, 2000; Oct. 24, 2000; Feb. 12, 2002). W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the naterials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

*

Corrigan is a federal inmate. Thus, his action is nore
appropriately construed as one under Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned
Agents of Fed. Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971).




