UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00-1354

JACOB ROG NSKY,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

AMY J. BRAGUNI ER, Honorabl e, individually and
in her official capacity; ROBERT C. NALLEY,
Honorable, individually and in his official
capacity; jointly, severally and individually,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

VERONI CA V. BLAKE; WLLIAM F. OLMSTED, Law
Ofice of AOnmsted & d nsted; MARY  SUE
GREI SMAN, Law O fices of Geisman & Carroll;
PATRI CI A N. DRUMOND, Law Offices of Drummpnd
& O Brian; JAMES E. LEWS, Psychol ogy & Edu-
cation Associ ates; THE LAWOFFI CE OF OLMSTED &
OLMSTED;, THE LAW OFFI CES OF GRElI SMAN & CAR-
ROLL; THE LAW OFFI CES OF DRUMMOND & O BRI EN;
PSYCHOLOGY & EDUCATI ON ASSQOCI ATES,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at G eenbelt. Alexander WIllianms, Jr., District Judge.
(CA- 00- 348- AW

Subm tted: WMy 11, 2000 Deci ded: May 16, 2000



Bef ore MURNAGHAN, LUTTIG and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpubl i shed per curiam opinion.

Jacob Rogi nsky, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Jacob Rogi nsky appeals the district court’s order dism ssing
his pro se conpl ai nt agai nst two Maryl and state judicial officials,
but allowing the case to proceed as to the remaini ng Defendants.
We di sm ss the appeal for |ack of jurisdiction because the order is
not appeal abl e. This court nmay exercise jurisdiction only over
final orders, 28 U S.C 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory
and collateral orders, 28 US.C 8§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R Cv. 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 abl e

interlocutory or collateral order. See Robinson v. Parke-Davis &

Co., 685 F.2d 912, 913 (4th Cr. 1982).

We di smss the appeal as interlocutory. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



