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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at R chnond. Richard L. WIIlians, Senior
District Judge. (CA-97-391-3)
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Before ERVIN, LUTTIG and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpubl i shed per curiam opi nion.

St even Wayne Goodman, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

St even Wayne Goodman, a Virginia inmate, appeals the district
court’s order denying relief on his 42 U.S.C. A § 1983 (West Supp.
1998) conplaint under 28 U S.C A § 1915A (West Supp. 1998). W
have revi ewed the record and the district court’s opinion accepting
the magi strate judge s recommendation and find that this appeal is
frivol ous. Accordingly, we dismss the appeal on the reasoni ng of

the district court. Goodman v. Carrico, No. CA-97-391-3 (E.D. Va.

Dec. 30, 1997). Although not explicitly addressed by the district
court, Goodnman’s First Anendnent clai mwas al so properly di sm ssed
as frivolous. W deny Appellant’s notions for appoi ntnent of coun-
sel and to remand case and di spense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.
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