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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.



PER CURIAM:

Clarence Roulhac, Jr., appeals the district court’s
order denying his post-judgment “Motion to Remove” his 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983 (2006) action to a different division of the Eastern
District of Virginia. We have reviewed the record and find no
reversible error. Even assuming, without deciding, that the
district court misconstrued Roulhac’s motion as seeking relief
under Rule 59(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, his
motion provided no valid basis for transfer of his action to a
different court, for recusal of the district court judge, or for
relief from the underlying judgment.” Nor does Roulhac’s
informal brief provide any valid grounds to question our prior

opinion affirming the district court’s judgment. See Roulhac v.

Janek, 518 F. App’x 160 (4th Cir. 2013) (No. 12-7908).
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented iIn the materials before this court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED

Although we do not rely specifically on the reasons
identified by the district court, “we may affirm a judgment for
any reason appearing on the record.” Republican Party of
N.C. v. Martin, 980 F.2d 943, 952 (4th Cir. 1992).




