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PER CURI AM

I n these consol i dat ed appeal s, M chael J. Sindramappeal s
district court orders dismssing his conplaint against several
state court judges for failing to state a claim and dism ssing
w thout prejudice for failing to state a claim his conplaint
agai nst Col unbi a Uni on Coll ege and several individuals. Sindram
al so appeals orders denying his notions for reconsideration filed
in each case. Wth respect to Nos. 04-2200 and 04-2210, in which
Si ndram appeal s the district court order dismssing his conplaint
against state court judges and denying his notion for
reconsi deration, we have reviewed the record and the district court
orders and di sm ss the appeal s as frivol ous on the reasoni ng of the

district court. See Sindramyv. Raker, No. CA-04-1790-PJM (D. M.

filed July 19, 2004; entered July 20, 2004, and Septenber 21,
2004) .

In No. 04-2211, Sindram appeals district court orders
di sm ssing w thout prejudice his conplaint under 42 U . S.C. § 1981
(2000) and denying his notion for reconsideration. The district
court’s dism ssal without prejudice is not appeal able. See Doni no

Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Workers Local Union 392, 10 F. 3d 1064, 1066-67

(4th GCr. 1993). A dismssal without prejudice is a final order
only if no amendnment could cure the defects in the conplaint. 1d.
at 1067. In ascertaining whether a dism ssal w thout prejudice is

reviewable in this court, we nmust deternm ne “whether the plaintiff
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could save his action by nerely anmending his conplaint.” 1d.
Because Sindram may cure the defect in his conplaint by filing a
suppl enental or anended conplaint in accordance with the district
court’s order, the dism ssal order is not appeal able. Accordingly,
we dism ss the appeal from both orders.

W dismiss as frivolous Nos. 04-2200 and 04-2210. W

di sm ss No. 04-2211 under the rul e announced in Dom no Sugar. W

deny Sindram s notion for appointnment of counsel filed in No. 04-
2200 and the notion to deconsolidate the cases. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



