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No. 01-6667 denied and Nos. 01-6680 and 01-6681 disni ssed by
unpubl i shed per curiam opi ni on.

Pet e Goodnow, Petitioner Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

I n these consol i dat ed cases, Pete Goodnow appeal s the district
court's order dismssing his 42 U S.C A 8§ 1983 (Wst Supp. 2001)
action for failure to state a claim(No. 01-6680) and the district
court’s order dismssing a separate 8§ 1983 action upon Goodnow s
request (No. 01-6681). W dism ss both appeals for lack of juris-
di cti on because Goodnow s notices of appeal were not tinely filed.

Parties in a civil action have thirty days following a final
order in which to file a notice of appeal. Fed. R App. P. 4(a).
Adistrict court may, for good cause or upon a show ng of excusabl e
negl ect, extend the tinme for filing the notice of appeal provided
a notion is made within thirty days after the expiration of the
prescribed tine period. Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5H). Rul e 4(a)(6)
permts a district court to reopen the appeal period if a party has
not received notice of judgnent, but the notion requesting such
relief nmust be filed within 180 days after entry of the order or
seven days after receiving notice of the order, whichever is
earlier. These tinme periods are nmandatory and jurisdictional

Browder v. Director, Dep't of Corr., 434 U S. 257, 264 (1978).

Expiration of these tine limts deprives the court of jurisdiction

over the case. Hensley v. Chesapeake & O Ry. Co., 651 F.2d 226,

228 (4th Cir. 1981).
In No. 01-6680, Goodnow seeks to appeal an order entered on

January 11, 2000. However, Goodnow s notice of appeal was filed no



earlier than April 14, 2001, nore than one year after entry of the
order. In No. 01-6681, Goodnow seeks to appeal an order entered on
February 6, 2001. In this case as well, the earliest date on which
his notice of appeal can be deened filed is April 14, 2001, beyond
the thirty-day period. Because Goodnow s notices of appeal are
untinely, we dism ss the appeals for |ack of jurisdiction.
Goodnow has also filed a petition for a wit of mandanus (No.
01-6667), requesting this court to order the district court to pro-
vide himw th paper to refile actions that the district court has
di sm ssed. W grant Goodnow s notion for | eave to proceed in form
pauperis. A petition for a wit of mandanus may be granted only
when extraordinary circunstances warrant such relief. Kerr v.

United States Dist. Court, 426 U S. 394, 403 (1976). Because

Goodnow fails to show he has no other adequate neans to attain the
relief he desires and that his right torelief is clear and indis-

put abl e, we deny his petition for a wit of mandanus. 1d.; Alied

Chem Corp. v. Daiflon, 449 U S. 33, 35 (1980).

Lastly, we construe Goodnow s notion for a prelimnary injunc-
tion, filed in all three of these actions, as another petition for
wit of mandanus because he seeks an order fromthis court direct-
ing the district court to not dismss his petitions. Again, how
ever, Goodnow fails to show extraordi nary circunstances warranting

relief. Inre Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th Cr. 1987). Further-

nore, mandanus may not be used as a substitute for appeal. Inre



United Steelworkers, 595 F.2d 958, 960 (4th G r. 1979). Thus, we

deny this notion.

W deny Goodnow s notions for appointnent of counsel, an
evidentiary hearing, and an order directing the district court to
provide him with free copies. We dispense wth oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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