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PER CURI AM

In this appeal, the district court construed a pro se docunent
styled as a “Notice of Appeal” to a “United States District Court
Judge” as a notice of appeal to this court. The court took the
view that WIlliam Holt Cobb sought to appeal the district court's
order denying his appeal from the nmagistrate judge's order that
pl aced his petition for wit of coramnobis in abeyance. See Cobb

v. West Virginia, No. CA-99-335-2 (S.D.W Va. Aug. 25, 1999). Be-

cause we concl ude that the notice of appeal is inadequate to confer
jurisdiction on this court, we dismss the appeal for |ack of
jurisdiction. Pursuant to Fed. R App. P 3(c)(1)(C, the notice of
appeal nust nanme the court to which appeal is taken. Cobb’s notice
of appeal nanes only the United States District Court as the court
to which appeal is taken. Thus, we are without jurisdiction even
if we accord Cobb’s filing a liberal construction.”

Accordingly, we dismss the appeal and dispense with ora
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not
aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

We further note that even if Cobb had properly filed an
appeal tothis court fromthe district court’s order denying Cobb’s
appeal fromthe nmagistrate judge's order placing his petition for
awit of coramnobis in abeyance, we would still lack jurisdiction
toreviewthe district court’s order because it was neither a final
judgment nor an interlocutory order reviewabl e on appeal.



