UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 01-1970

MUSTAFA H. SA' | D,

Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus

FAI RFAX COUNTY GOVERNVENT CENTER, et al; BEST
BUY, INC. ; COUNTY OF FAI RFAX PCLI CE DEPART-
MENT, et al; D. A CROOKE, Sergeant, individ-
ually; J. THOVAS MANGER, Col onel, i ndivid-
ually; ERIC HANTE, Oficer, individually;
BRI AN J. MCANDREW Li eutenant, individually;
LEON G WLLI AMS, Maj or; THOVAS RYAN, Captain,
i ndi vidually; ARTHUR J. HURLOCK, JR., i ndivid-
ual ly; THOVAS E. TYMAN, i ndividually; CHARLES
K. PETERS, Captain, individually; WLLIAM
AUDREY M SLYMAN, Maj or, individually; COMVON
WEALTH OF VIR NIA et al, Wrkers Conpen-
sation Conm ssioners; SUSAN A CUWM NS,
i ndi vi dual |y,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Al exandria. Theresa Carroll Buchanan,
Thomas Rawl es Jones, Jr., and Barry R Poretz, Magistrate Judges.
(CA-01-677-A)

Subm tted: Septenber 6, 2001 Deci ded: Septenber 11, 2001

Bef ore WDENER, WLLIAVS, and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.



Mustafa H. Sa’id, Appellant Pro Se. Ann Gouldin Killalea, COUNTY
ATTORNEY' S OFFI CE, Fairfax, Virginia; Louis Edward Matthews, Jr.,
OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF VIRG NI A, Ri chnond, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Mustafa H Sa’id appeals the district court’s orders di sm ss-
i ng several Defendants in this civil action, prohibiting discovery
by Sa’id pending further order of the court, and directing Sa’id to
appear for a hearing. W dismss the appeal for |lack of jurisdic-
tion because the orders are not appeal able. This court nay exer-
cise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U. S.C. 8§ 1291 (1994),
and certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U S.C. § 1292

(1994); Fed. R Gv. 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 di smiss the appeal as interlocutory. W dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not
aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



