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PER CURI AM

John E. Hammond seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U. S. C. A § 2254 (West
1994 & Supp. 2000). We have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion accepting the recomendation of the nmgistrate
judge and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certif-
i cate of appealability and dism ss the appeal substantially on the

reasoning of the district court.” See Hammond v. South Carolina,

No. CA-99-779-3-8BC (D.S.C. Apr. 14, 2000. W deny Hammond’ s
notion for appointnent of counsel and di spense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED

The magistrate judge relied on our interpretation of 28
US CA 8§ 2254(d)(1) (West Supp. 2000), announced in Geen
v. French, 143 F.3d 865 (4th Cr. 1998), cert. denied, 525 U S
1090 (1999), to deny Hammond relief. The Suprene Court recently
overrul ed that aspect of G een, however, in Wllians v. Taylor, 120
S. C. 1495 (2000). W have revi ewed Hamond’ s appeal in |ight of
Wl lianms and concl ude that the state habeas corpus court’s deci sion
was not “‘contrary to, or involved an unreasonabl e application of,
clearly established Federal |aw, as determ ned by the Suprene
Court.’” Wllianms, 120 S. . at 1517 (quoting § 2254(d)(1)).




