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PER CURI AM

Joseph Shawfiled this interl ocutory appeal after the district
court dism ssed sone of his clains filed pursuant to 42 U.S.C A 8
1983 (West Supp. 1999) as frivolous. The district court all owed
several of Shaw s clains to proceed and directed himto particu-
| ari ze several other clainms. |In response, Shaw filed an anmended
conplaint in the district court. |In a separate order, the court
agai n di sm ssed sone of Shaw s clains as frivol ous and al | owed sev-
eral others to proceed. Shaw appeals both district court orders.

We dismss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the
orders are not appealable. This court may exercise jurisdiction
only over final orders, see 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain
interlocutory 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 appeal able interlocutory or collateral orders.

We therefore dismss the appeal as interlocutory. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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