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JOHN F. GODFREY; PATRICIA GODFREY; F. G
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ver sus

DAVIE COUNTY AUTHORI TI ES; KAREN SM TH,
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Plaintiffs - Appell ees.
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DAVI E COUNTY; DAVIE COUNTY SOCI AL SERVI CES
DI RECTCR,
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Appeals from the United States District Court for the Mddle
District of North Carolina, at Durham Frank W Bullock, Jr.,
District Judge. (CA-03-1222-1, CA-03-1223-1, CA-03-1224-1, CA-03-
1225-1)

Submitted: Septenber 16, 2004 Deci ded: Septenber 21, 2004

Before LUTTIG KING and DUNCAN, Circuit Judges.



Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

John F. Godfrey, Patricia CGodfrey, Appellants Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

John and Patricia Godfrey and mnor children F. G,
J. K K G, and J. H G appeal the district court’s orders
accepting the reconmendati on of the magi strate judge and di sm ssi ng
their 42 U.S. C. 8§ 1983 (2000) conpl ai nt and habeas corpus petitions
for lack of jurisdiction. W have reviewed the record and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmfor the reasons stated by

the district court. See Godfrey v. Davie County, Nos. CA-03-1222-

1, CA-03-1223-1, CA-03-1224-1, CA-03-1225-1 (MD.N.C. filed Jan. 22
& entered Jan. 23, 2004). W dispense with oral argunment because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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