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ver sus
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CORRECTI ONS; EASTERN CORRECTI ONAL | NSTI TUTI ON;
CORRECTI ONAL MEDI CAL  SERVI CE, | NCORPORATED,
ROBERT ABBOIT, Dr., D.D.S.; J. EE BROMW, Dr.,
DD.S.; R CHARD WARD, Dr.; A B. CORBIN,
L. P.N.; ROB ALDERMAN, P.A.,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at G eenbelt. Alexander WIllians, Jr., D strict Judge.
(CA- 00- 3748- AW
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Before NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and M CHAEL, G rcuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

John Lebon, Appellant Pro Se. David Phel ps Kennedy, OFFI CE OF THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF MARYLAND, Baltinore, Maryland; Donald Joseph
Crawford, GODARD, WEST & ADELMAN, P.C., Rockville, Maryland;
Kristin L. Krener, MASON, KETTERVAN & CAWOOD, P.A., Annapolis,
Maryl and, for Appell ees.



Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

John Lebon appeals the district court’s order quashing an
earlier show cause order and requiring def endant EVMSA Correcti onal
Care, Inc. to file a status report regarding the actions taken to
alleviate the health care clainms enunerated by Lebon in his 42
U S C A 8 1983 (West Supp. 2001) conplaint. W dismss the appeal
for lack of jurisdiction because the order is not appeal abl e.

This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders,
28 U.S.C. 8§ 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and coll ateral
orders, 28 U S.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 able interlocutory
or coll ateral order.

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 argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



