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OPI NI ON
PER CURI AM

Keith W DeBl asi o appeal s fromthe district court's orders di sm ss-
ing two notions brought under 28 U . S.C. § 2255 (1994), as anended

by Antiterrorismand Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996, Pub. L.

No. 104-132, 110 Stat. 12171 and a notion for return of property

brought under Fed. R Crim P. 41(e). 2 W affirm No. 96-7377 and
dism ss No. 96-7376 and No. 96-7831

Addressing DeBlasio's Rule 41(e) notion, we find that, even
assum ng a renmedy foll ow ng the governnment's di sposal of his prop-
erty, DeBl asio has not denonstrated any entitlenent to damages.
Accordingly, we affirmthe denial of his notion.

Addressi ng DeBl asio's § 2255 notions we deny a certificate of
appeal ability and dism ss on the reasoning of the district court.
Uni t ed

States v. DeBlasio, Nos. CR-94-397-JFM CA-96-1406- JFM
CA-96-2793-JFM (D. Md. July 19, 1996, Cct. 24, 1996). W note

1 No. 96-7376 and No. 96-7831.
2 No. 96-7377.



that although the district court failed to address one claimin
DeBl a-

sio's first nmotion the claim would not entitle to himrelief.
Furt her,

the court did consider this claimin DeBl asio's second npti on and
he

was therefore not harned by the court's oversight. 3

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court
and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

No. 96-7377- AFFI RVED

Nos. 96-7376/ 7831- DI SM SSED

3 W al so deny DeBl asio's notion for appoi ntment of counsel in No.
96- 7376 and his notions for stay in both No. 96-7376 and 96- 7831.

3



