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Before WLLIAMS and MOTZ, GCircuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

| saac Eugene Sl appy, Jeffery Ray Addy, Appellants Pro Se. Terry B.
MIllar, Rock Hill, South Carolina; Thomas Frank Dougal |, Jeffrey L.
Shaw, BOWERS, ORR & DOUGALL, Colunbia, South Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

| saac Eugene Sl appy (No. 00-6933) and Jeffery Ray Addy ( No.
00-6936) separately appeal the district court’s order denying
relief ontheir 42 U S.C. A § 1983 (West Supp. 1999) conpl ai nt and
the district court’s orders denying their separately filed notions
to alter or anend. W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion accepting the nagi strate judge’ s recommendati on and
find no reversible error in the denial of relief on the § 1983
conplaint. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district

court. See Slappy v. Diehl, No. CA-99-3125-3-18BC, Addy v. Di ehl,

No. CA-99-3125-3-18BC (D.S.C. May 18, 2000). Because we find no
abuse of discretion, we further affirmthe district court’s deni al
of Appellants’ notions filed pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 59(e).

See Tenkin v. Frederick County Commir, 945 F.2d 716, 724 (4th Gr.

1991). We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process. W deny

Appel l ants’ notions for appointnment of counsel.
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