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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court order granting sunmary
j udgnment to Appel |l ee Bl ackwel | and denyi ng his notion for appoi nt -
ment of counsel. We dismss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction
because neither order i s appeal abl e. This court may exercise juris-
diction only over final orders, 28 U S.C. 8 1291 (1994), and cer-
tain interlocutory and collateral orders. See 28 U S.C. 8§ 1292

(1994); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan

Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949). Inthis case, clains remain pendingin
the district court agai nst ot her defendants. Because the district
court has not certified its order granting sunmary judgnent as
final under Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b) and because neither of the orders
fall within the collateral order doctrine, we lack jurisdictionto
consi der the appeal either fromthe award of summary judgnment to
Bl ackwel | or the denial of the notion for appointnent of counsel.

See Baird v. Palner, 114 F.3d 39, 43 (4th Gr. 1997); Mller v.

Si nmons, 814 F.2d 962, 964 (4th Cr. 1987).

Accordingly, we dismss this appeal. W deny Appellees’
notions for dism ssal and Appellant's notions to stay and anmend t he
appeal, to exam ne the record, and for appoi ntnent of counsel as
noot. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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