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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).
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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Appellants and a number of other plaintiffs below not parties to
this appeal are property owners in the vicinity of a DuPont parts
washing facility. They brought this consolidated suit seeking compen-
satory and punitive damages on state law theories of trespass, nui-
sance, negligence, and strict liability,* claiming that DuPont's release,
over a period of 20 years, of wash water and gases allegedly contain-
ing hazardous substances caused a diminution in their property val-
ues, loss of use and enjoyment of that property, damage to their
quality of life, increased probability of disease in the future, probable
future contamination of the groundwater, and emotional distress.

The district court ordered all plaintiffs to have an expert analyze
their property for contaminants. Appellants are those plaintiffs whose
properties were found to contain no contaminants. The district court
granted summary judgment for DuPont against these particular plain-
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*Appellants have abandoned their strict liability claims on appeal.
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tiffs because, without physical damage to their own properties as
opposed to mere diminution of property value or emotional distress,
none of the causes of action -- trespass, nuisance per accidens, or
negligence -- can be sustained under North Carolina law.

We have read the briefs, heard oral argument, and given thorough
consideration to the parties' contentions. Finding no error in the opin-
ion of the court below, Grant v. E. I. DuPont De Nemours & Co.,
Inc., No. 4:91-CV-55-H (E.D. N.C., July 13, 1995), we affirm on the
reasoning of the district court.

AFFIRMED.

                                3


