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VERSUS
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Before EMLIO M GARZA, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Wanda Dennis appeals from the district
court’s order staying her civil rights suit until it is determ ned

whet her or not her attorney has been disbarred. Dennis argues that

"Pursuant to 5TH CR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.
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this court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, § 1292(a)(1),
and the collateral order doctrine. She argues that because she
cannot afford substitute counsel, the order effectively denies her
First Anendnent right of access to the courts, her Fifth Anendnent
right to due process, her Sixth Amendnent right to effective
assi stance of counsel, and her Seventh Amendnent right to trial by
jury.

To assert jurisdiction under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291, the district
court’s order nmust be a final decision. See Myses H Cone Menil
Hosp. v. Mercury Constr. Corp., 460 U S. 1, 9 (1983). An order
granting a stay of proceedings is deened final for purposes of
appel late jurisdiction when the stay requires “all or essentially
all of the suit to be Ilitigated in state court.” K- Mar t
Corporation v. Aronds, 123 F.3d 297, 300 (5th Cr. 1997). The
order does not becone final when “a district court enters an order
staying its own proceedings in favor of other proceedings within
the sane federal judicial system” Kershawv. Shalala, 9 F.3d 11
14 (5th Cr. 1993). Because the district court’s order does not
require Dennis’s suit to be litigated in state court, it is not a
final decision for purposes of this Court’s appellate jurisdiction.

An interlocutory order is appealable under 28 US C 8§
1292(a) (1) if the order “has the sane practical effect as granting
or denying an injunction . . . [and] a party shows that the order

has serious, perhaps irreparable, consequence.” Rauscher Pierce



Refsnes, Inc. v. Birenbaum 860 F.2d 169 (5th Cr. 1988)
(di scussing Gul fstreamAerospace Corp. v. Mayacamas Corp., 485 U S.
271 (1988)). The district court’s order does not have the sane
effect as an injunction for purposes of section 1292(a)(1l) and
therefore is not subject to appellate review See id.; Jolley v.
Pai ne Webber Jackson & Curtis, Inc., 864 F.2d 402, 403-04 (5th Gr.
1989) .

The coll ateral order doctrine allows a litigant to appeal a
district court’s order if the order satisfies the foll ow ng:

(1) The order nust finally dispose of an issue so that

the district court’s decision may not be characterized as

tentative, informal or inconplete; (2) the question nust

be serious and unsettled; (3) the order nust be separable

from and collateral to, the nerits of the principle

case; and (4) there nust be arisk of irreparable loss if

an i mmedi ate appeal is not heard because the order w |

be effectively wunreviewable on appeal from final

j udgnent .
Kershaw, 9 F. 3d at 14 (citing Coopers & Lybrand v. Livesay, 437
US 463, 468-69 (1978)). Stay orders rarely satisfy these
requi renents, and this case is no exception. See id. Plaintiff’s
alleged financial inability to hire substitute counsel is not the
type of irreparable loss that the collateral order doctrine

addr esses.



In sum this Court has no jurisdictionto reviewthe district
court’s order wunder 28 US C 8§ 1291, § 1292(a)(1l), or the
col l ateral order doctrine. The appeal is therefore dism ssed.

DI SM SSED



