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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel I ant appeals from the district court's orders denying
relief on his 42 US. CA § 1983 (Wst Supp. 1998) conplaint and
notion for reconsideration. W have reviewed the records and the
district court's opinions and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Breedlove

v. Sky Bryce Assoc., Inc., No. CA-97-41-H (WD. Va. Nov. 13 & Dec.

12, 1997); Breedlove v. Mhalik, No. CA-95-55-H (WD. Va. July 1,

1996; Dec. 12, 1997). W deny Appellant’s “notion for certifi-
cation” and “Sworn Mtion for the Fourth Crcuit Court of Appeals
to Cause the Correction and the Certification of Each of the Fal se,
Tanpered, Inconplete, Uncertified Records on Appeal from the
Federal District Court, in each of the Two Instant Appeals.” W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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