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PER CURI AM

Charl es Thomas Curry appeal s the district court’s orders deny-
ing relief on his 42 U S.C A 8 1983 (West Supp. 1999) conplaint.
W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinions and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. See Curry v. Franklin, Nos. CA-97-927-1

CA-97-928-1 (M D.N.C. June 18 & June 23, 1999). W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



