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PER CURI AM

In Nos. 95-7410 and 95-7668, Appellant seeks to appeal the
district court's orders denying relief on his 28 US. C. § 2254
(1988) petition and denyi ng his notion for reconsi derati on. W have
reviewed the record and the district court's opinions and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we deny Appellant's notion for a
certificate of probabl e cause to appeal and di sm ss the appeal s on

t he reasoni ng of the district court. Alstonv. Guillory, No. CA-94-

145-3 (E. D. Va. June 9, 1985, Aug. 8, 1995 & Sept. 8, 1995). W al -
so deny as noot Appellant's notion to place this case i n abeyance.

In No. 95-7457, Appellant appeals the district court's order
denying prelimnary injunctive relief in his 42 US C § 1983
(1988) action. Finding no abuse of discretion by the district

court, we affirm Alston v. Lowe, No. CA-95-427 (E.D. Va. Sept. 11,

1995). Inlight of this disposition, we deny Appellant's notionto
expedite his appeal as noot. We di spense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci si onal

Process.
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