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Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of Virginia, at Roanoke. Janes H. Mchael, Jr., Senior
District Judge. (CA-94-815-R)

Submtted: March 27, 1997 Decided: April 2, 1997

Bef ore RUSSELL, LUTTIG and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Af nan Jer one Par ker, Appellant Pro Se. Mark Dougl as Loftis, WOODS,
ROGERS & HAZLEGROVE, Roanoke, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Af nan Jerone Parker appeals fromthe district court's orders
(1) adopting the magi strate judge's recomendati on and di sm ssi ng
all of the clains in his conplaint except the Ei ghth Amendnent
claim (2) entering judgnent on the jury verdict agai nst Parker on
hi s Ei ght h Anendnent claim (3) denying his notion for preparation
of transcripts at governnent expense, and (4) refusing, for | ack of
jurisdiction, to act on Parker's notion to anmend or for a newtrial
and notion to produce transcripts and court docunents. W have
reviewed the record and the district court's opinions and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we deny the Appellees' notion to
dismss for failure to prosecute, deny Parker's notions for ap-
poi nt mrent of counsel and for a newtrial, and affirmon the reason-

ing of the district court. Parker v. Proffitt, No. CA-94-815-R

(WD. Vva. Apr. 26, 1996, and May 30, 1996). We di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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