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Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Greenville. Joseph F. Anderson, Jr., District
Judge; WIlliam M Catoe, Jr., Magistrate Judge. (CA- 98- 2344- 6-
17AK)

Subm tted: Decenber 16, 1999 Deci ded: Decenber 21, 1999

Bef ore MURNAGHAN and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

M chael C. Baxl ey, Appellant Pro Se. Charles Franklin Turner, Jr.,
CLARKSON, FORTSON, WALSH & RHENEY, P.A., Geenville, South Caro-
lina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

M chael C. Baxley appeals fromthe district court’s orders:
(1) denying his notion to anmend his conplaint; (2) denying relief
on his 42 US CA § 1983 (Wst Supp. 1999) conplaint; and (3)
denying his notion for reconsideration. W have reviewed the rec-
ord and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See

Baxl ey v. South Carolina Dep't of Corrections, No. CA-98-2344-6-

17AK (D.S.C. Jan. 8; June 4; and Cct. 7, 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.
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