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“In his original conplaint in action nunber 99-6467, Martin
naned Don Lundgren as Attorney GCeneral of California and,
consequent |y, Lundgren was included on the district court’s docket
sheet as a defendant in the action. After the district court
consolidated Martin’s habeas and civil rights actions, Lundgren’s
nanme appeared on sone, but not all, pleadings filed by Martin and
orders entered by the court. Lundgren was never served, however,
and he nade no appearance in the district court or this court.



BEAUFORT COUNTY COURT JUDGE;, BEAUFORT COUNTY
JAI L SUPERVI SOR,

Respondents - Appel |l ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. Dennis W Shedd, District Judge.
(CA-97-3411-4-19-BD, CA-97-3351-4-19-BD)

Subm tted: August 19, 1999 Deci ded: August 26, 1999

Bef ore WDENER and KING Circuit Judges, and PH LLIPS, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Wl lard Leanon Martin, Appellant Pro Se. Stephen P. Hughes, HOWELL,
G BSON & HUGHES, P.A., Beaufort, South Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Wl lard Leanon Martin appeal s the district court’s order deny-
ing relief on his 42 U S.C A 8§ 1983 (Wst Supp. 1999) conpl aints.
W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
accepting the magi strate judge’ s recommendati on and find no revers-
ible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the dis-

trict court. See Martin v. Beaufort County Judge, Nos. CA-97-3411-

4-19-BD;, CA-97-3351-4-19-BD (D.S.C. Mar. 10, 1999). W deny
Martin’s notions for a hearing and for appointnment of counsel and
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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