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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
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PER CURI AM
Jeffrey Alan Taylor appeals fromdistrict court orders re-
fusing to nodify orders i nposing partial filing fees. Although the

orders are appropriately before us, see Roberts v. United States,

339 U. S. 844, 845 (1950) (orders denying in forma pauperis status
| mredi atel y appeal able), we find the appeals neritless. W, there-
fore, deny in forma pauperis status and di sm ss the appeals.

The district court assessed partial filing fees in accordance

with Evans v. Croom 650 F.2d 521 (4th Cir. 1981), cert. denied,

454 U. S. 1153 (1982). The fees inposed in each case were | ess than
the twenty percent of account deposits allowed by | ocal rule. E. D
Va. R 28(C)(4). The fees were, therefore, appropriate. Taylor did
not pay the fees and objected to the anobunts, citing his personal
hygi ene spendi ng needs and his several federal |awsuits as bases
for lowering the fees. The district court did not abuse its discre-
tionin finding the cited bases i nadequate to necessitate nodifi-

cation. See Nasi mv. Warden, MJ. House of Correction, 64 F.3d 951,

954 n.3 (4th Cr. 1995).

We deny informa pauperis status and dism ss the appeals. W
al so deny Tayl or's notions for appoi nt nent of counsel and to renand
the case. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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