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PER CURI AM
Appel | ant appeals from the district court's order denying
relief on his petition brought under 28 U S.C. § 2254 (1988), as

amended by Antiterrorismand Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996,

Pub. L. No. 104-132, 110 Stat. 1217. In his petition, Appellant
raised the followng clainms: (1) his attenpted nurder and nal i ci ous
woundi ng convi ctions violate the Double Jeopardy C ause; (2) his
I ndi ctnents were defective; (3) his arraignnment was inproperly
conducted; and (4) there was insufficient evidence to support his
conviction for breaking and entering, first degree nurder, and
abduction. W have reviewed the record and the district court's
opinion and find no reversible error as to the dism ssal of clains
(1) and (2). Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability
and dism ss these clains on the reasoning of the district court.

Haywood v. Guillory, No. CA-95-1161 (E.D. Va. Apr. 11, 1996).

Upon further review, we find claim (3) and all but the
breaki ng and entering count in claim(4) to be non-exhausted and

procedural |y defaulted under the rule in Slayton v. Parrigan, 205

S.E. 2d 680 (Va. 1974), cert. denied, 419 U. S. 1108 (1975). Turning

thentothe only remaining claim we find that, taking the evidence
adduced at trial and its logical inferences in the |ight nost
favorabl e to the Governnent, a reasonable fact-finder could have
found Appell ant guilty of violating Va. Code Ann. § 18.2-92 (M chie
1995 Supp.) beyond a reasonabl e doubt. Accordingly, we deny a cer-
tificate of appeal ability and di sm ss the appeal. W di spense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
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ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



