Fi |l ed: March 19, 1997

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

Nos. 96-6792(L)
( CA- 95- 698)

John Robert Betts,
Petitioner - Appellant,

Ver sus

Ronal d J. Angel one, Director,

Respondent - Appell ee.

ORDER

The Court anmends its opinion filed January 3, 1997, as
foll ows:

On page 2, section 2 -- the status line is corrected to read
"Dism ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion."

For the Court - By Direction

/s/ Patricia S. Connor

Clerk



UNPUBL | SHED

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

No. 96-6792

JOHN ROBERT BETTS,

Petitioner - Appellant,

Ver sus

RONALD J. ANGELONE, Director,

Respondent - Appell ee.

No. 96-7343

JOHN ROBERT BETTS,

Petitioner - Appellant,

Ver sus

RONALD J. ANGELONE, Director,

Respondent - Appel |l ee.

Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Di s-
trict of Virginia, at Richnond. Janmes R Spencer, District Judge.
( CA- 95-698)

Submi tted: Decenber 19, 1996 Deci ded: January 3, 1997







Bef ore ERVIN and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior Circuit
Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

John Robert Betts, Appellant Pro Se. Katherine P. Bal dw n, OFFI CE
OF THE ATTORNEY CGENERAL OF VIRGA NIA, Richnond, Virginia, for
Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's orders denying relief
on his petition filed under 28 U.S.C.S. § 2254 (Law. Co-op. Advance
Sheet, June 1996) and denyi ng his notion for reconsi deration under
Fed. R Civ. P. 59(e). Appellant al so appeals the district court's
denial of his request to proceed in forma pauperis on appeal and
his notion for the appoi ntnment of counsel on appeal. W have re-
viewed the record and the district court's opinions and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we deny |leave to proceed in forma
pauperis, deny certificates of appealability and dism ss the

appeal s on the reasoning of the district court. Betts v. Angel one,

No. CA-95-698 (E.D. va. Mar. 14, 1996; Apr. 10, 1996; and July 30,
1996). We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



