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PER CURIAM:

Kenneth V. Awe appeals the district court’s order
dismissing some defendants to his civil action and denying Awe’s
motions for a preliminary injunction, appointment of counsel,
production of documents, and a venue transfer. This court may
exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1291
(2006), and certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28

U.S.C. 8§ 1292 (2006); 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 dismissing the action as to some
defendants and denying Awe’s motions for counsel, discovery, and
a venue transfer 1i1s neither a fTinal order nor an appealable
interlocutory or collateral order. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b);

Nicholas v. Wyndham Int’l, Inc., 373 F.3d 537, 541 (4th Cir.

2004) (discovery orders); Miller v. Simmons, 814 F.2d 962, 967

(4th Cir. 1987) (orders denying appointment of counsel);

Ellicott Mach. Corp. v. Modern Welding Co., 502 F.2d 178, 180

(4th Cir. 1974) (order denying venue transfer). Accordingly, we
dismiss these aspects of the appeal for lack of jurisdiction.

The district court’s denial of Awe’s request for a
preliminary injunction, however, is immediately appealable. 28
U.S.C. 8§ 1292(a)(1) (2006). On appeal, we confine our review to
the 1issues raised i1In the Appellant’s brief. See 4th Cir. R.

34(b). Because Awe’s informal brief does not challenge the
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basis for the district court’s denial of an injunction, Awe has
forfeited appellate review of this portion of the court’s order,
and we affirm this portion of the appeal.

In summary, we affirm the portion of the court’s order
denying a preliminary injunction and dismiss the appeal as to
all remaining Iissues. We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before this court and argument would not aid the

decisional process.

AFFIRMED IN PART;

DISMISSED IN PART




