UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00-2218
FLORENCE AMELI A SM TH
Petitioner - Appellant,
Ver sus
STATE OF NORTH CAROLI NA
Respondent - Appell ee.
No. 00-2277

FLORENCE AMELI A SM TH
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
LARRY J. WLSON, Judge; ANDREW C. NEISLER,
JR, Attorney; ANNA F. FOSTER, Judge,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of North Carolina, at Asheville. Lacy H Thornburg, District
Judge. (CA-00-193-1-T, CA-00-160-1-T)

Subm tted: January 11, 2001 Deci ded: January 17, 2001



Bef ore NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and KING Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpubl i shed per curiam opinion.

Fl orence Anelia Smth, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

In these consolidated appeals, Florence Anelia Smth appeal s
the district court’s orders dismssing her cases, denying her
notions for | eave to proceed in forma pauperis, and ordering that
any of her future district court pleadings be reviewed by the court
prior to filing. W have reviewed the records in both cases and
the district court’s orders and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we deny Smith's notions for |eave to proceed in forma pau-
peris and dism ss the appeals as frivolous on the reasoning of the

district court. See Smith v. North Carolina, No. CA-00-193-1-T

(WD.N.C. Aug. 29 & Sept. 13, 2000); Smith v. WIlson, No. CA-00-

160-1-T (WD.N.C. July 25 & Aug. 10, 2000)." W also deny Smth’'s
notion for appointnent of counsel filed in No. 00-2277. W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

" Although the district court’s August 29, 2000, order in No.
00-2218 is marked as “filed” on August 28, 2000, the district
court’s records show that it was entered on the docket sheet on
August 29, 2000. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federa
Rul es of Civil Procedure, it is the date that the order was entered
on the docket sheet that we take as the effective date of the
district court’s decision. See Wlson v. Miurray, 806 F.2d 1232,
1234-35 (4th Cir. 1986).




