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NOT RECOMMENDED FOR PUBLICATION FILED

Nos. 96-6652, 00-5367, 01-5388, MAR 2 9 2001
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS LEONARD GREEN, Clerk
FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT
PHILIP RAY WORKMAN, )
' ) ON APPEAL FROM THE
Plaintiff-Appeflant, ) UNITED STATES DISTRICY
) COURT FOR THE MIDDLE
V. ) DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
)
PAUL SUMMERS, et al. ) ORDER
)
Defendants-Appelices. )
)

Before: RYAN, STLER, AND COLE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM. Plaintiff-Appeliant Philip Ray Workmean, who is scheduled for execution
on the moming of'March 30, 2001, Sled a civil rights action and motion for a temporary restraiuing
order (“TRO™) and preliminary injunction staying his scheduled execution pending consideration
of the action on the merits i the United States District Court for the Middle District of Tennessee
on March 27, 2001. Workuan alleges that the Tennessee Attomey General and various probation
and parole board officials from the State of Tennessee denied his substantive and procedural rights
in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 in connection with his request for clemency. The district court
denied Waorkman’s motion fora TRO by order dated March 28, 2001, and denied the imotion for stay

of execution pending appeal by order dated March 29, 2001. Pending before this Court arc the

following:
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1. Workman’s appeal of the district court’s March 28, 2001, order dentying his
motion for a TRO;

2. Worknan’s motion. far stay of execution pending final resolution of the
appea] filed March 29, 2001; and

3. Workman's motion to recall the mandate end stay the execution in case
nunabers 96-6652 and 00-5367 filed March 29, 2001.

For the reasons set forth in the district court’s March 28, 2001, order denying Workman's
motion for a TRO, we AFFIRM the judgment of the district court. We aiso DENY the March 29,
2001, motions for stay of execution pending final resolution of the appeal and to recall the mandate

and stay the execution in Case Nos. 96-6652, 00-5367.




