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PER CURI AM

Tyrone Shelton appeals the magistrate judge’'s and district
court’s orders denying relief in part on his 42 US C § 1983
(2000) conplaint.” W have reviewed the record and the magi strate
judge’s and district court’s orders and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the nagi strate judge and

district court. See Shelton v. Angel one, No. CA-99-750-7 (WD. Va.

Sept. 8, 2000; Mar. 22, 2001; filed Mar. 27, 2002 and entered Mar.
28, 2002). In addition, we note that the district court’s opinion
on Shelton’s ADA claimis consistent with our recent decision in

Wessel v. dd endening, F. 3d , 2002 W 31121398 (4th GCr.

Sept. 26, 2002) (No. 00-6634). We 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.

AFFI RVED

" The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the magistrate
judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(c) (2000).



