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PER CURI AM
Appel | ant appeal s the nagi strate judge's report reconmendi ng
di sm ssal of his petition filed under 28 U S.C. A § 2254 (1994),

amended by Antiterrorismand Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996,

Pub. L. No. 104-132, 110 Stat. 1214. 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. § 1291
(1994), and certaininterlocutory and col |l ateral orders, 28 U S. C.

8§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R CGv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus.

Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949). The order here appeal ed i s neither

a final order nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order
Al though the district court has entered a final order, Appellant
di d not note an appeal of the final order, nor did he challenge the
final order in his informal brief filed in this court.’

We deny a certificate of appealability and di sm ss the appeal
as interlocutory. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED

" Even if his original notice of appeal conferred jurisdiction
on this court, Appellant waived reviewby failing to file specific
obj ections to the nagistrate judge's report inthe district court.
See Orpiano v. Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 47 (4th Cr. 1982).




