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Affirmed in part and dism ssed in part by unpublished per curiam
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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order denying his no-
tion to reconsider the court's dism ssal of one Defendant upon the
magi strate judge's recommendati on and denyi ng Appellant's notion
for aprelimnary injunction. This court nmay exercise jurisdiction
only over final orders, 28 US C § 1291 (1988), and certain
i nterlocutory and col |l ateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1988); Fed.

R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Industrial Loan Corp., 337
U S. 541 (1949). The portion of the district court's order denyi ng
Appellant's notion to reconsider is neither a final order nor an
appeal abl e interlocutory or collateral order. Thus, we dism ssthis
portion of the appeal for |ack of jurisdiction because the order is
i nterlocutory and not appeal abl e.

But the denial of prelimnary injunctive relief nmay be i nme-
di ately appeal ed. See 28 U. S.C. § 1292(a) (1988). Qur reviewof the
record and the district court's opinion accepting the magistrate
judge's recommendati on di scl oses that this portion of the appeal is
w thout nerit. Accordingly, finding no abuse of discretion, we
affirmthis portion of the appeal.

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the naterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED I N PART AND DI SM SSED | N PART




