UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 00-6189

WLLI AM A. FI SHER,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

L. WHTE, Guard; BERLIN, Guard; HOLLOANOOD,
GQuard; CARTY, Cuard,
Def endants - Appell ees,

and

MR, ANGALO, Surgeon,

Def endant .

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern D s-
trict of Virginia, at Richnond. Richard L. WIllians, Senior D s-
trict Judge. (CA-99-199-3)

Submitted: June 15, 2000 Deci ded: June 22, 2000

Bef ore NI EMEYER and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




WIlliamA. Fisher, Appellant Pro Se. Al exander Leonard Tayl or, Jr.,
OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF VIRGA NI A, Richrnond, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

W IliamFisher appeal s the dism ssal w thout prejudice of his
pro se 42 U S.C A §8 1983 (Wst Supp. 2000) conplaint. Fisher's
conplaint was dismssed for failure to conply with the district
court's orders requiring that he conply with basic filing require-
ments. This court may exercise jurisdictiononly over final orders,
28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and coll ateral
orders, 28 U S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v.

Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U. S. 541 (1949). Because Fi sher

may be able to save this action by particularizing his conplaint in
conpliance with the district court's orders, the order which Fi sher

seeks to appeal is not an appeal able final order. See Dom no Sugar

Corp. v. Sugar Wrkers Local Union 392, 10 F.3d 1064 (1993). Ac-

cordingly, we dism ss the appeal.
We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



