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PER CURI AM

Ful ton Lee Hi nebaugh appeals fromtwo orders arising out of
his notion filed under 28 U S.C A 8§ 2255 (West Supp. 1998). W
di sm ss the appeals for | ack of jurisdiction because the orders are
not appeal able.” This court may exercise jurisdiction only over
final orders, see 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain interlocu-
tory and collateral orders, see 28 U S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed. R

Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541

(1949). The orders here appeal ed are neither final orders nor ap-
peal abl e interlocutory or collateral orders.

We deny a certificate of appealability and di sm ss the appeal s
as interlocutory. We al so deny Hi nebaugh’s notions for the ap-
poi nt ment of counsel and for additional tinme to file a traverse to
the Governnent’s response. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

DI SM SSED

*

In the first order, from which H nebaugh appeals, the
district court dism ssed all but one of H nebaugh’s clains; in the
second order, the district court denied H nebaugh’s nptions to
appoi nt counsel, wthdraw the action, and to recuse the district
court judge.



