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PER CURI AM

In No. 04-6014, Paul B. Coist petitions for a wit of
mandanus, alleging the district court has unduly del ayed acti ng on
his 28 U . S.C. § 2241 (2000) petition. He seeks an order fromthis
court directing the district court to act. Qur review of the
docket sheet reveals that the district court has dism ssed Coist’s
§ 2241 petition. Accordingly, although we grant |eave to proceed
in forma pauperis as to the mandanmus case, we deny the mandanus
petition as noot. W further note that a mandanus petition i s not

a substitute for an appeal. 1n re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th

Cr. 1987).

In No. 04-6205, Coist appeals fromthe district court’s
order accepting the recomendation of the nmagistrate judge and
denying relief on his petition filed under 8§ 2241. W have
reviewed the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

deny | eave to proceed in forma pauperis for this appeal and di sm ss

on the reasoning of the district court. See Goist v. Smth, No.
CA- 03-3021-20-BD (D.S.C. Jan. 7, 2004).

Additionally, we deny Goist’s notion for appointnent of
counsel and his notion seeking to enjoin his transfer to another
facility pendi ng di sposition of these cases. W dispense with oral

argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately



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

ai d the decisional process.

No. 04-6014, PETITION DEN ED
No. 04-6205, DI SM SSED




