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Before WDENER and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, *~ Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Cal vi n Shoemaker, Appellant Pro Se. Brian David M| 1ler, Assistant
United States Attorney, Alexandria, Virginia, Francis Eugene
Purcell, Jr., Lora A Brzezynski, MXKENNA & CUNEO, Washington,
D.C.; Thomas M chael Abbott, Philip B. Kunpis, MCKENNA & CUNEO, Los
Angel es, California, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

" Seni or Judge Butzner did not participate in consideration of
this case. The opinionis filed by a quorumof the panel pursuant
to 28 U S.C. § 46(d).



PER CURI AM

Cal vi n Shoemaker appeals the district court’s orders di sm ss-
ing this qui tamcivil action filed pursuant to the False O ains
Act. See 31 U S. C. 8 3730(b) (1994). Shoemaker al so appeals the
district court’s order declining to reconsider the dism ssal of his
cl ainms against the United States Arny. W have reviewed the record
and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See

Shoeneker v. Hughes Aircraft Co., No. CA-97-2010-A (E.D. Va. Sept.

4, Cct. 2, 1998, & Feb. 1, 1999). W dispense 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.
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