UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 01-2410

GARY L. DETEMPLE,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

MARK D PANEPI NTO, successor to United
Nat i onal Bank, successor to Fed One Bank doi ng
business as Eastern Devel opnment Conpany;
UNI TED NATI ONAL BANK; WEST VI RG NI A DEPARTMENT
OF TAX AND REVENUE; B. K. WATTS, Unit Manager,
Internal Auditing Division, in his individual
capaci ty; UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE;
RITA R VALDRIN, in her individual capacity,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Northern
District of West Virginia, at Wweeling. Frederick P. Stanp, Jr.,
District Judge. (CA-99-145-5)

Submtted: My 31, 2002 Deci ded: June 13, 2002

Before WDENER and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpubl i shed per curiam opi nion.




Gary L. DeTenple, Appellant Pro Se. Mark D. Panepinto, Weeling,
West  Virginia;, George Janes Anetakis, Wirton, Wst Virginia;
WIlliamDavid WI noth, STEPTCE & JOHANSQON, Wheel i ng, West Virginia;
Hel en Canpbell Altneyer, OFFICE OF THE UN TED STATES ATTORNEY,
Wheel i ng, West Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Gary L. DeTenple appeals from the district court’s order
denying his Fed. R Cv. P. 59 notion to vacate a prior order
dismssing one of the nanmed defendants in the wunderlying
proceedi ng. W dism ss the appeal for |ack of jurisdiction because
the order is not appeal able. This court may exercise jurisdiction
only over final orders, 28 US. C 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain
interlocutory and coll ateral orders, 28 U S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed.

R CGv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S.

541 (1949). The order here appealed is neither a final order nor
an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order.

We dismss the appeal as interlocutory. In light of this
di sposition, we al so deny DeTenpl e’ s notions for clarification, for
production of docunents, and for stay pending appeal, as well as
United National Bank’s notions to deny further extensions, to
dismss the case, and to strike DeTenple's informal brief and
response to its notion to dismss. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED



