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PER CURI AM

Joseph Donald Lee Greene, a Virginia prisoner, appeals the
district court’s order denying his notion for appointnent of
counsel, notion for default judgnent, and a tenporary restraining
order and/or a prelimnary injunction. W dismiss in part and
affirmin part.

As to the district court’s order denying Greene’s requests for
appoi ntment of counsel and notion for default judgnent, these are
not final orders, and are not appeal able. 28 U S.C. § 1291 (2000);

see Mller v. Simons, 814 F.2d 962, 967 (4th Cr. 1987). W

therefore dismss the appeal as to those orders as interlocutory.
To the extent Geene appeals the denial of a tenporary
restraining order, such denial is not ordinarily appeal able.

Virginia v. Tenneco, Inc., 538 F.2d 1026, 1029-30 (4th Cr. 1976).

Because the case presents no exceptional circunstances, we decline
to review the denial of a tenporary restraining order, and di sm ss
the appeal as it pertains to that order.

Finally, to the extent that G eene appeals the denial of his
request for a prelimnary injunction, we have reviewed the record
and the district court’s opinion and find no abuse of discretion.
Accordingly, we affirmthat part of the order on the reasoning of

the district court. See G eene v. Johnson, No. CA-02-611-2 (E. D

Va. July 7, 2003). W dispense with oral argunent because the

facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the



materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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