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PER CURI AM

Warren A. Taylor petitions for perm ssion to appeal the
district court’s order transferring his civil action to the United
States District Court for the Southern District of Georgia pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 1406(a) (2000). See Fed. R App. P. 5. Because the
order does not state as required by 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b) (2000) that
it involves a controlling question of |aw on which substanti al
grounds for disagreenent exist, we deny Taylor’'s petition for
perm ssion to appeal .

Moreover, to the extent that Taylor’s petition could be
construed as a notice of appeal from the order, we |[|ack
jurisdiction to entertain an appeal. This court may exercise
jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U S.C § 1291 (2000), and
certaininterlocutory and coll ateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292; Fed.

R CGv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S

541 (1949). The order Taylor seeks to appeal is neither a final

order nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order. See In

re Carefirst of M., Inc., 305 F.3d 253, 257 (4th Cr. 2002).

Taylor also petitions for wit of mandanmus for relief
fromthe final judgnent rule. Mandanus relief is available only

when the petitioner has a clear right to the relief sought. See |

=}

re First Fed. Sav. & Loan Ass’'n, 860 F.2d 135, 138 (4th G r. 1988).

Further, mandanus is a drastic renedy and should be used only in

extraordi nary circunstances. See Kerr v. United States Dist.
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Court, 426 U. S. 394, 402 (1976); In re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826

(4th Cir. 1987). Mandamus may not be used as a substitute for

appeal. See Inre United Steel wrkers, 595 F. 2d 958, 960 (4th Cr.

1979). The relief sought by Taylor is not available by way of
mandanus.

Accordi ngly, although we grant | eave to proceed in form
pauperis, we deny both petitions. W also deny as noot Taylor’s
notions for energency relief pending review of his mandanus
petition, for subm ssion of his petition for perm ssion to appeal
“on the brief,” and to expedite his appeal. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately

presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

PETI T1 ONS DENI ED




