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Per Curiam |In appeal no. 99-2244, appellants Marc

Adans, Charles Drenas and Darren Starr appeal from the
district court's grant of summary judgnent in appellees’
favor. In their action under 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983, appellants
conpl ai ned that, pursuant to a policy limting bulk mil,
appel |l ees were denying them bulk rate catal ogs which they
had ordered and which were addressed to them wthout
provi ding notice thereof. They claimed that this violated
their First and Fourteenth Amendnent rights. [In appeal no.
99- 1304, appellant Thomas Dufield objects to the district
court's denial of his nmotion to join the appellants' civil
ri ghts action.

After careful reviewof the parties' briefs and the
record, we affirm the grant of sunmmary judgnent in
appel l ees' favor on the First Amendnment claimin appeal no.
99- 2244, essentially for the reasons given by the district
judge in his Order dated Septenmber 30, 1999. Although the
district court apparently believed (erroneously, as we read
the record) that appellants were given notice when bulk rate

catal ogs were rejected, we nonethel ess conclude that no



abridgment of appellants’' due process rights occurred.
Appel  ants' claimfounders because they have not shown that
they have a liberty interest grounded in the First
Amendnent.! Even if appellants have a First Amendnent right
to receive catal ogs which they have ordered and which are
sent to them (a matter that we do not decide), appellees
have not infringed that right. They permt appellants to
receive all catal ogs that are sent by first-class mail. For
| egiti mat e penol ogi cal reasons, they reject only catalogs
which are sent by bulk rate mail. As the Supreme Court has
said, the |l oss of "cost advantages" achieved by a particul ar
met hod of mailing "does not fundanmentally inplicate free

speech val ues.™ ee Jones v. North Carolina Prisoners'

Labor Union, Inc., 433 U.S. 119, 130-31 (1977) (enphasis in

original).
Qur affirmance of the judgnment in appeal no. 99-

2244 essentially noots appel | ant Dufield' s cl ai ms.

1Because appellants cite Procunier v. Martinez, 416 U. S. 396
(1974), overruled in part on other grounds by Thornburgh v.
Abbott, 490 U S. 401 (1989), and other First Amendnent cases in
support of their due process claim we infer that they are
asserting a due process claimbased on the liberty conponent of

the Due Process Cl ause. See id. at 418 (indicating that an
inmate's interest in uncensored communication, "grounded as it
isinthe First Amendnent, is plainly a "liberty interest[.]"").

To cinch matters, appellants have not assigned error to the
district court's rulings denying their clainms for deprivation of
property w thout due process.
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Mor eover, the record discl oses no abuse of discretion by the
district <court in denying his motion to intervene.
Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent in appeal no. 99-1304.

The district court judgnents underlying the above

appeal s are affirnmed.




