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Plaintiff

ver sus

RONALD J. ANGELONE, Director of the Departnent
of Corrections, in his individual and offici al
capacities; GENE JOHNSON, Deputy Director of
the Departnent of Corrections, in his
i ndi vidual and official capacities; W P.
ROGERS, Regi onal Director of the Departnent of

Corrections, in his individual and official
capacities; LOUS B. CElI, Chairman of the
Central Cl assification Boar d, in hi s

individual and official capacities; DUNCAN
M LLS, Manager of the Central Cassification

Boar d, in hi s i ndi vi dual and of fici al
capacities; C. D. LARSEN, Warden of Lunenburg
Correctional Center, in his individual and

official capacities; D. L. GRAHAM Assi stant
Warden of Operations, Lunenberg Correctional

Cent er, in his individual and official
capacities; D. SPENCER, Human R ghts Advocat e,
Lunenberg Correctional Center, in individual

and official capacities,

- Appel | ant,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

VI RG NI A DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTI ONS,

Def endant .



Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Norfol k. Robert G Doumar, Senior D strict
Judge. (CA-01-610-2)

Subm tted: August 29, 2002 Deci ded: Septenber 6, 2002

Before WDENER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpubl i shed per curiam opinion.

Lionell Elijah Ephraim Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Li onel |l Elijah Ephrai mappeals fromthe district court’s order
granting Virginia Departnent of Corrections (VDOC) Eleventh
Amendnent i nmmunity and di smissing VDOC fromhis 42 U.S.C. A § 1983
(West. Supp. 2002) action. W dismss the appeal for |ack of
jurisdiction because the order is not appeal able. This court may
exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 US C § 1291
(1994), and certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U S. C.

8§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial |ndus.

Loan Corp., 337 U. S. 541 (1949). The order here appeal ed i s neither
a final order nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order.

See Baird v. Palner, 114 F. 3d 39, 42-43 (4th Gr. 1997).

We di smss 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



