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ty Devel opnent; JOHN H. HANKI NSON, JR., Direc-
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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern D s-
trict of North Carolina, at New Bern. Ml colmJ. Howard, District
Judge. (CA-96-6-H 2-4)

Subm tted: My 28, 1999 Deci ded: June 18, 1999

Bef ore MURNAGHAN and ERVIN, G rcuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Dani el Johnson WIllis, Appellant Pro Se. Charl es Chri stopher
Hender son, Trenton, North Carolina; Daniel Calvin Qakl ey, Assistant
Attorney General, M chael F. Easley, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF NORTH CAROLI NA, Ral ei gh, North Carolina; Charles Edwi n Ham | t on,
11, Anne Margaret Hayes, OFFICE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY,
Ral ei gh, North Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Dani el Johnson WIllis appeals the district court’s order dis-
m ssing the federal and state Defendants, denying the |ocal gov-
ernnent Defendants’ notion to dismss sone clains, and di sm ssing
the remaining clainms. W dismss the appeal for |ack of jurisdic-
tion because the order is not appeal able. This court may exercise
jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U S.C § 1291 (1994), and
certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 US C § 1292

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

Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949). The order here appealed is neither a
final order nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order.
W grant the Appellees’ notion to dismss the appeal. We
di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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