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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of Virginia, at Roanoke. James C. Turk, District Judge.
(CA-95-1285-7)

Subm tted: March 22, 2001 Deci ded: March 28, 2001

Before WLKINS, LUTTIG and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Rodrick B. Chatman, Appellant Pro Se. Steven Ray M nor, ELLIOIT,
LAWSON & POVRENKE, Bristol, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Rodri ck Bernard Chat man appeal s the district court’s order de-
nying his notion for civil or crimnal contenpt. W have revi ewed
the record and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. Chatman v. MVey, No. CA-95-1285-7 (WD. Va. Sept 15,

2001). We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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