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M CHAEL RAY HARVEY,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

DANI EL T. MAHON, War den; CAPTAI N DAVI S,
C.CA; D A BRAXTON, Warden, ROSP;, PAUL
W LLI AMS; VI RG NI A DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTI ONS;
R FLEM NG, Major; J. K VAUGHN, R T. COKER;
V. SM TH, Doctor; RUFUS FLEM NG DOCTOR KI NG
DAVID A/ SM TH, Assistant Warden, H C C.; J.
REDD, Segregation Counselor, H C C. ,

Def endants - Appel |l ees,

and

CORRECTI ONAL OFFI CER BUTLER; V. L. EVANS;
WLLI AM RODCERS, Regi onal Adm ni strat or,
Central Region, VDOC, L. DOTSON, Warden,
L.C.C; S. FLEENOR Giievance Coordi nator at
ROSP, VDOC, JOHN DOE, |, person named unknown
at CC A, VDOC, enployee at C C A charges
with duty of disciplinary hearings; JOHN DOCE,
1, person named unknown at C C A, VDCC
enployee at C C A charges wth duty of
Onbudsman for D.OC.; JOHN DOCE, II1l, person
named unknown at C. C. A, enployee head of
medi cal staff; JOHN DOE, |V, person unknown at
VDOC, Director of Medical Services and Medical
Policy of D. O C.,

Def endant s.



Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of Virginia, at Roanoke. Jackson L. Kiser, Senior D strict
Judge. (CA-02-829-7)

Subm tted: March 6, 2003 Deci ded: April 4, 2003

Before M CHAEL and TRAXLER, GCircuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

M chael Ray Harvey, Appellant Pro Se. Mark Ral ph Davis, OFFI CE OF
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF VIRA NIA, Richnond, Virginia, Jim Harold
Quynn, Jr., GUYNN & MEMMER, P.C., Roanoke, Virginia, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

M chael Ray Harvey appeals the district court’s order denying
his notion for a prelimnary injunction in this action filed
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 8 1983 (2000). W have reviewed the record
and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm for the

reasons stated by the district court. See Harvey v. Mahon, No. CA-

02-829-7 (WD. Va. Sept. 11, 2002). W dispense wth oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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