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PER CURI AM

Duke E. Wbodl ey appeal s the magi strate judge’'s order! denying
relief on his petition filed under 28 U. S.C. A 8§ 2254 (West 1994 &
Supp. 2000). W have reviewed the record and the nmgistrate
judge’s opinion and find no reversible error.?2 Accordingly, we
deny Whodley’s notion for appointnent of counsel, deny a certif-
icate of appealability, and dism ss the appeal on the reasoni ng of

the magi strate judge. Wodley v. Departnent of Corrections, No.

CA-99-156-3 (E.D. Va. Nov. 17, 1999); see Warren v. Baskerville,

F.3d ___, 2000 W 1692658 (4th Cir. Nov. 13, 2000). Ve
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the Court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

! This case was decided by a nmagistrate judge exercising
jurisdiction upon consent of the parties under 28 U S C A
8§ 636(c) (1) (West 1993 & Supp. 2000).

2 Al though the district court relied upon G een v. French, 143
F.3d 865 (4th Cr. 1998), cert. denied, 525 U. S. 1090 (1999) inits
deni al of Wodley's 8§ 2254 petition, the denial of relief never-
t hel ess was correct under the standards announced in WIllians v.
Taylor, 529 U.S. 362 (2000).




