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No. 00-7794

AHVAD CLARENCE GARLAND,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

W LLIAMD. CATOE, Director, SCDC, C. RUSHTON,
Warden, McCorm ck Correctional Institution; L.
CARTLEDGE, Associ ate Warden, MCCl, C. KENDALL,
Associ ate Warden, MCCI; S. LEWS, Mjor, MCCl;
| . CULBREATH, | GC, MCCl; GEORGE LONG MCCl; J.
REED, MCCl; RI CHARD P. STROKES; PHI LI P MORRI S,
USA,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

No. 01-6091

AHVAD CLARENCE GARLAND,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

W LLIAM D. CATOE, Director, SCDC, C. RUSHTQON,
Warden, McCorm ck Correctional Institution; L.
CARTLEDGE, Associ ate Warden, MCCl; C. KENDALL,
Associ ate Warden, MCCl; S. LEWS, My or, MCCl;
| . CULBREATH, | GC, MCCl; GEORGE LONG MCCl; J.
REED, MCCl:; RICHARD P. STROKES: PHI LI P MORRI S,
USA,

Def endants - Appel | ees.



Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. Dennis W Shedd, District Judge;
Terry L. Whoten, Mgistrate Judge. (CA-00-3024-4-19BF)

Submtted: March 22, 2001 Deci ded: March 29, 2001

Before WLKINS, LUTTIG and M CHAEL, G rcuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Ahmad C arence Garl and, Appellant Pro Se. Steven Mchael Pruitt,
MCDONALD, PATRI CK, TINSLEY, BAGGETT & POSTON, G eenwood, South
Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Ahmad Cl arence Garland filed a civil action agai nst Def endants
alleging that they violated Garland’s civil rights. Garland now
appeal s the district court’s order clarifyingits intent to dismss
only Phillip Mxris as a Defendant in the action (Appeal No. 00-
7794), and a separate order by the magistrate judge denying Gar-
| and’ s notion for the appointnment of counsel (Appeal No. 01-6091).
We dismss these consolidated appeals for lack of jurisdiction
because the subject orders are not appeal abl e.

This court nay exercise jurisdiction only over final orders,
28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and coll ateral

orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R CGv. P. 54(b); Cohen v.

Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U. S. 541 (1949). The orders here
appeal ed are neither final orders nor appeal able interlocutory or
col |l ateral orders.

W therefore grant Appellees’ notion to dismss in Appeal No.
01-6091, and we dism ss these appeals as interlocutory. W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



