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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-6275

JONATHAN | DEMA; PATRI CI A DAWN GLOSSON
Plaintiffs - Appellants,
ver sus
J. T. HADDEN; PHI LLI P W SE; JOHN HAHN, \War den;
JANET RENO, Attorney General of the United

St at es,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

No. 96-6629

JONATHAN | DEMA; PATRI CI A DAWN GLOSSON
Plaintiffs - Appellants,
ver sus
J. T. HADDEN; PHI LLI P W SE; JOHN HAHN, \War den;
JANET RENO, Attorney General of the United

St at es,

Def endants - Appel | ees.



No. 96-6722

JONATHAN | DEMA; PATRI CI A DAWN GLOSSON,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

Ver sus

J. T. HADDEN; PHI LLI P W SE; JOHN HAHN, \War den;
JANET RENO, Attorney General of the United
St at es,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeals from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Raleigh. W Earl Britt, District
Judge. (CA-95-610-5-BR)

Submtted: July 23, 1996 Decided: July 31, 1996

Bef ore W DENER, NI EMEYER, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Jonat han I dema, Patricia Dawn G osson, Appellants Pro Se. Charles
Edw n Ham Iton, 111, OFFI CE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Ral ei gh,
North Carolina, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

In these consolidated appeals, Appellants appeal from the
district court's order di sm ssing w thout prejudicetheir 28 U.S. C
§ 2241 (1988) action for failure to particularize their conplaint
(No. 96-6275) and denying their notion to reconsi der the di sm ssal
(No. 96-6722). Because a dism ssal without prejudice is generally

not appeal abl e, we dism ss the appeals. See Domi no Sugar Corp. V.

Sugar Workers Local Union 392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th Cr.

1993). Finally, since Appellants have been granted in forma pau-
peris status on appeal, we dism ss as noot Appellants' appeal of
the district court's order directing themto properly conplete an
I n forma pauperis application for purposes of appeal (No. 96-6629).
We di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



