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No. 97-1149

JOHN C. VELLS;, JAMES A GAIN, SHAYNE M
NI CHOLS,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

WLLIAM J. CLINTON, President of the United
States; NEWI d NGRI CH, Speaker of the House;
LAUCH FAI RCLOTH, SUE MYRICK, U.S. House of
Representatives; JANET RENO U.S. Attorney
CGeneral; CABLE NEWS NETWORK; RI CHARD MARSH,
| nternal Revenue Service; NATIONAL BROAD
CASTI NG COVPANY, | NCORPORATED; ORRI N HATCH;
JESSE HELMS, U.S. Senator; D.K SCOIT, NC
Depart nent of Revenue; THAD CABLE; USA TODAY
NEWSPAPER;, MARGARET M RI CHARDSON; CAPI TAL
BROADCASTI NG COVPANY, | NCORPORATED; JANMES B.
HUNT, JR., Governor; MKE EASLEY, Attorney
CGeneral of NC, BOB DOLE; AMERI CAN BROADCASTI NG
COVPANY, | NCORPORATED; GEORGE W BOYLAN, B. W
THOVAS; JANI CE H. FALKNER;, J. R STARKEY; RCSS
PEROT; RUSH LI MBAUGH, THE SPOTLI GHT NEWSPAPER;
JAVMES SULLI VAN, CHRI STI AN BROADCASTI NG NET-
WORK, | NCORPORATED,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of North Carolina, at Charlotte. Robert D. Potter, Senior
District Judge. (CA-96-428-3-P)

Subm tted: June 19, 1997 Deci ded: June 26, 1997



Before WLKINS and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER,  Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

John C. Wells, James A. Gain, Shayne M Nichols, Appellants Pro Se.
St even Wesl ey Par ks, UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE, Washi ng-
ton, D.C ; Jonathan E. Buchan, Stephen David Allred, SM TH, HELMS,
MULLI SS & MOORE, Charlotte, North Carolina; David Neil Ventker,
HUFF, POOLE & MAHONEY, P.C., Virginia Beach, Virginia, for
Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

" Seni or Judge Butzner did not participate in consideration of
this case. The opinionis filed by a quorumof the panel pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 46(d).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal the district court's order dism ssingtheir
civil action alleging that the Sixteenth Amendnent to the Consti -
tution is unlawful. We have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Wells v. dinton,

No. CA-96-428-3-P (E.D.N.C. Nov. 18, 1996). W di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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