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PER CURIAM:   

 Thomas Carlisle Hinrichs has noted an appeal from the district court’s order 

denying his motion to vacate to the extent it sought vacatur under Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b)(4) 

of its October 3, 2013 order committing him to the custody of the Attorney General under 

18 U.S.C. § 4246 (2012) and requested a hearing under 18 U.S.C. § 4247(h) (2012) to 

determine whether he should be discharged from such custody.   

 This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final decisions, 28 U.S.C. § 1291 

(2012), and certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (2012); Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541, 545-46 (1949).  

The portion of the district court’s order denying Hinrichs’ motion insofar as it sought a 

§ 4247(h) hearing is neither a final decision nor an appealable interlocutory or collateral 

order.  Accordingly, we dismiss the appeal of this portion of the district court’s order for 

lack of jurisdiction.   

 With respect to the portion of the court’s order denying Hinrichs’ request for Rule 

60(b)(4) relief, we have reviewed the record and conclude that the district court did not 

reversibly err because none of the criteria for granting such relief was met in this case.  

See Wendt v. Leonard, 431 F.3d 410, 412-13 (4th Cir. 2005).  Accordingly, we affirm this 

portion of the order.  United States v. Hinrichs, No. 5:13-hc-02172-BR (E.D.N.C. 

Jan. 31, 2017).  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions  
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are adequately presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid 

the decisional process.   

DISMISSED IN PART; 
AFFIRMED IN PART 


