UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 02-6846

ANTHONY DOVE,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

THE CI TY OF KINSTON;, KI NSTON FI RE DEPARTMENT,;
KI NSTON HUMAN RESOURCES/ PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT;
GREGCORY SM TH, Fire Chief; KARL L. MJNSON,
Hunan Resource Director; COUNTY OF LENO R
NORTH  CARCLI NA; LENO R COUNTY  SHERI FF
DEPARTMENT; LENO R COUNTY JAIL; BILLY SM TH,
Lenoir County Sheriff; ARCH E BRU TON, Lenoir
County Head Jail er; BRANSON VI CKORY, District
Attorney for District 8; | MELDA PATE, District
Attorney for District 8A,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at New Bern. Mal col m J. Howard,
District Judge. (CA-02-34-4-H)

Subm tted: October 9, 2002 Deci ded: Decenmber 3, 2002

Bef ore NI EMEYER, TRAXLER, and KING, GCircuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.



Ant hony Dove, Appellant Pro Se. Mark Allen Davis, WOVBLE, CARLYLE,
SANDRI DGE & RICE, Ral eigh, North Carolina; Gerald Patrick Mirphy,
Assi stant Attorney General, Raleigh, North Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Ant hony Dove appeal s the district court’s order dism ssing his
civil rights conplaint as to the Lenoir County Defendants. The
remai ni ng aspects of the case are still pending before the district
court. This court’s jurisdiction to review cases is |limted to
those matters involving final decisions of the district court and
certain specified interlocutory orders. 28 U S.C 8§ 1291, 1292
(2000). Dove’s appeal does not involve a final order of the
district court, nor does it involve an appeal able interlocutory or
collateral order. Accordingly, we dismss the appeal as
interlocutory.

Dove has also noved for sanctions against Appellees and
questioned the tineliness of Appellees’ responsive brief. W have
reviewed each of these notions and find that they do not nerit
relief. Accordingly, we deny them both.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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