UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-1443

T. M VI SWANATHAN,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE UNI VERSI TY OF NORTH
CAROLI NA; C. D. SPANGLER, JR., in his offici al
capacity; FAYETTEVI LLE STATE UNI VERSI TY BOARD
OF TRUSTEES; JESSEE WLLIAM5, DR, in his
official and individual capacity; LLOYD V.
HACKLEY, DR, in his official and individual
capacity; LEO EDWARDS, DR., in his official
and individual capacity; JON YOUNG DR, in
his official and individual capacity; MORRI S
BLOUNT, DR., in his official and individual
capacity; JOSEPH MONRCE, DR., in his official
and i ndi vi dual capacity; CLARENCE WHI TE, DR ,
in his official and individual capacity; KAYE
VEBB, in her official and individual capacity;
FELTON THOMAS, DR., in his individual and
of ficial capacity; ALL DEFENDANTS,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Mddle Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at Durham H ramH Ward, Senior D strict
Judge. (CA-94-528-1)

Submi tted: August 22, 1996 Deci ded: Septenber 3, 1996

Before HALL, WLLIAMS, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.




Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

T. M Viswanat han, Appellant Pro Se. Thomas J. Zi ko, Celia Grasty
Jones, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NORTH CAROLI NA, Ral ei gh,
North Carolina, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe district court's orders granting
Def endants' notion to dism ss and denying Appellant's notion for
reconsi deration. W have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoni ng of the district court. Viswanathan v. Board

of Governors, No. CA-94-528-1 (MD.N.C. Mar. 1 & Apr. 24, 1996). In

| i ght of the disposition of the appeal, we deny Appellant's notion
to vacate order. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunment woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

AFFlI RVED



