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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.
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PER CURI AM

M chael Hannon appeals the district court’s orders
di sm ssing several of his clains for failure to state a claimand
granting Defendants’ notions for sunmmary judgnent on his renaining
clains on his 42 U S. C. § 1983 (2000) conplaint. W have revi ewed
the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon

the reasoning of the district court. See Hannon v. Angel one, No.

CA-00-281-7 (WD. Va. June 26, 2000; June 11, 2003). W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



