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EARL D. JOHNSQON;, RAYMOND “TONY” Rl VENBARK;

FREDERI CK KNOBLOCH; TRACY K. JACKSON, DANTES
AUGUSTIN;,  ELMO DALTON, COY FOUST, DAVID
CARG LE; STEVE ROLLINS; WAYNE LAWSON, MATTHEW
SONNER;, KEVI N HATTEN; LARRY DOTSQON; ROBERT E.

LEE JONES, JR ,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,

and

JOHN Rl CHMOND,; DAVI D FAI RFAX; JAMES
SHORTRI DGE; JOHN BREDEAUX; CHRI STOPHER BROW;
JOSEPH R BEESLEY; HURLEY WEBB; JAMES L.
COMBS; CHRISTOPHER S, HUDSON, ANTHONY L.
BERNARD; DWAYNE BAI LEY; ROBERT J. KOPACZEWSBKI ;
DAVI D STRAWWER; MARK HART; DARRYL WHEATON, R
CARM CHAEL, JR ; PHI LI P EASLEY; JAMES KI LGORE;
W LLIAM CADLE;, BOBBY MJSE; STEVE CROCKETT,;
RI CHARD BOWES; CARL FI TZGERALD;,  KENNETH
BOAWWAN, ANTONI O THOVAS; COOLI DGE ELLI'S; ROGER
ALLI SON;, JOHN BI GGS,

ver sus

MCI  WORLDCOM COMMUNI CATI ONS, | NCORPORATED,
a/ k/a MCl Conmuni cations, |Incorporated, a/k/a
MCl Tel ecomruni cati ons, | ncor por at ed, a
Del aware Corporation, Janmes C. Brincefield,
Jr., Esquire, Registered Agent; MI WRLDCOM
COVMUNI CATIONS OF VIRG NI A, | NCORPORATED,
a/ k/a MCI Commruni cations, Incorporated, al/k/a
MCI Tel ecomruni cati ons, |ncorporated, Janes C.
Brincefield, Jr., Regi stered Agent; MCI
WORLDCOM NETWORK SERVI CES, | NCORPORATED, a/ k/ a
MCI  Tel ecommuni cati ons, Incorporated, al/k/a

Plaintiffs,



MCI  Communi cati ons, |ncorporated, Beverly L.
Crunp, Registered Agent; MI WORLDCOV NETWORK
SERVI CES OF VIRGA NI A, | NCORPORATED, a/k/a M
Communi cat i ons, | ncor por at ed, al k/ a MCI
Tel ecommuni cati ons, |ncorporated, Beverly L.
Crump, Regi st ered Agent ; T- NETI X
TELECOVMUNI CATI ONS  SERVI CES, | NCORPORATED,
a/ k/a Gateway Technol ogies, Incorporated, a
Texas Cor por at i on, Commonweal t h Legal
Servi ces, I ncorporated, Registered Agent;
VI RGA NI A DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS, |nmate
Tel ephone Systens aka Inmate Tel ephone
Servi ces; RONALD J.  ANGELONE, Director,
Virginia Departnent of Corrections, Innate
Tel ephone Systens/ Servi ces; HOMRD W MJRRAY,
| nmat e Tel ephone Systens; EDWARD C. MORRI S,
| nmat e Tel ephone Systens and | nmate Tel ephone
Servi ces; STATE CORPORATI ON COWM SSI ON,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of Virginia, at Roanoke. Jackson L. Kiser, Senior District
Judge. (CA-00-968-7)

Subm tted: July 10, 2002 Decided: July 24, 2002

Bef ore W DENER, N EMEYER, and GREGCRY, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Earl D. Johnson, Raynond Rivenbark, Frederick Knobloch, Tracy K
Jackson, Dantes Augustin, Elno Dalton, Coy Foust, David Cargile,
Steve Rollins, Wayne Lawson, Matthew Sonner, Kevin Hatten, Larry
Dot son, Robert E. Lee Jones, Jr., Appellants Pro Se. David Gant
Shuford, Thomas Andrew Coulter, LECLAIR RYAN, P.C , Richnond,
Virginia; Stephanie Ann Joyce, KELLEY, DRYE & WARREN, L.L.P.,
Washi ngton, D.C.; denn B. Manishin, KELLEY, DRYE & WARREN, L.L.P.,
Vi enna, Virginia; Mark Ral ph Davis, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF VIRGANA, Ri chnond, Virginia; Philip R deHaas, STATE
CORPORATION COM SSION OF VIRANA Richnond, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.



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

PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal the district court’s orders dism ssingtheir
civil conplaint and denyi ng Appel | ant Robert E. Lee Jones’ nptions
for reconsideration of the magistrate judge’s order denying class
action certification and the district court’s adverse grant of
sumary judgnment. They further appeal the district court’s earlier
orders relating to the proper party plaintiffs. W have revi ewed
the record, Appellants’ numerous clains on appeal, and the district
court’s opinions, and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirm on the reasoning of the district court. Jones v. M

Wor | dcom Conmmuni cations, |ncorporated, No. CA-00-968-7 (WD. Va.
Dec. 15, 2000; Nov. 23 & 29, 2001; Jan. 11, 2002). To the extent
Appel l ants seek to raise clains not properly before the district
court for consideration, we decline to review such clains. Ve
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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