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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Li nda Donovan Decker and Donna Decker Flory appeal the dis-
trict court order granting Jonathan Watson’s notion for sumary
judgnment in their 42 U S.C. A § 1983 (West Supp. 2001) action. W
have reviewed the record and the parties’ briefs and find no
reversible error. Specifically, Watson was entitled to qualified
i mmunity because it was objectively reasonable for himto apply for

a search warrant. See Harlow v. Fitzgerald, 457 U. S. 800, 818

(1982); Torchinsky v. Siwi nski, 942 F.2d 257, 260-64 (4th Cr.

1991). Moreover, Decker and Flory are not entitled to discovery,
i ncluding the nanes of the informants, because they cannot estab-

lish a violation of a clearly established law. Mtchell v. Forsyth,

472 U.S. 511, 526 (1985). Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. Decker v. Watson, No. CA-00-1873-A (E.D

Va. filed Mar. 1, 2001; entered Mar. 5, 2001). W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the nmaterials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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