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PER CURI AM

Muhamrad Eury appeals the district court’s order denying his
request for a tenporary restraining order and for prelimnary in-
junctive relief. Eury maintained that the actions and threats of
certain prison officials suggest that his health and safety are in
danger and therefore requested injunctive relief by way of trans-
fer to another facility.

To the extent that Eury appeals the denial of a tenporary
restraining order, such denial is not ordinarily appeal able. See

Virginia v. Tenneco, Inc., 538 F.2d 1026, 1029-30 (4th Cr. 1976).

Because the case presents no exceptional circunstances, we decline
to reviewthe denial of a tenporary restraining order, and di sm ss
the appeal as it pertains to that order. To the extent that Eury
appeal s the denial of injunctive relief, we have reviewed the rec-
ord and the district court’s opinion denying prelimnary injunctive

relief and find no abuse of discretion. See Direx Israel, Ltd. v.

Br eakt hr ough Medical Corp., 952 F.2d 802, 812-13 (4th Cr. 1991).

Accordingly, we affirmthe denial of injunctive relief on the rea-

soning of the district court. See Eury v. Shinault, No. CA-99-504

(WD. Va. Sept. 15, 1999). W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional
pr ocess.
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