UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 03-1965

TRACY WOODY,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

ADVANCED | NTERNET MARKETI NG | NCORPCORATED,;
AMERI CA  ONLI NE, | NCORPORATED,; THE BROCK
AGENCY, | NCORPORATED, CHRIS WH TE, JOSEPH
CHOU; CUTTING EDGE MEDI A; CONSUMER SERVI CES;
ALVIN G DOM NEY; KOUNTRY BOY ADVERTI SI NG
MOVMENTUM HEALTH & NUTRITI ON; E- TALENT BASE;

GALAXY  MALL, | NCORPORATED,; JOHN  WRI GHT
PUBLI SH NG HOVESTEAD SCHOOLS, | NCORPORATED;
TI ME PUBLI SHI NG COVPANY; LEADSOURCE

| NTERNATI ONAL; W LLI AM LI VI NGSTONE; THE NEWS
AND OBSERVER PUBLI SHI NG COVPANY; PREPAI D LEGAL
SERVI CES; QUALITY TEK FINANCI AL SERVI CES;
QUANTUM PUBLI SHING  PERRY W LKES;, QUI NTON
HALL; AARON MACERELLI; SAM S, a/k/a Sam s Hone
Enpl oynent ; SFI SOFTWARE; STARCREST OF
CALI FORNI A; ALEX  STROKA; NEXT CENTURY

MARKETI NG, | NCORPORATED; | NTERNATI ONAL
TEAMAORKS, | NCORPORATED, al kl a I TI,
| ncorporated; WNDSOR JUDI CI AL SYSTEM JOHN
ROBERT POWERS, | NCORPORATED,;

NEWSLI NC/ W NNI NG ; EBAY, | NCORPORATED, CHARLES
VI NEYARD; UNI TED PARCEL SERVI CE, | NCORPORATED,
PUBLI C SERVI CE COVWPANY OF NORTH CARCLI NA,
INC.; CLIFF SMTH  BUSINESS OPPCRTUNI Tl ES
JOURNAL; MBI/I N TRADI NG FI NANCI AL AUTQVATED
SERVI CE & TRADE, a/k/a F.A S.T.; CORNERSTONE
MARKETI NG, | NCORPORATED,; DECCDE TO WN;
DI VERSI FI ED CELLULAR TECHNOLOG ES; LION' S TWN
MARKETI NG M O R E., | NCORPORATED; DATA TECH,
| NCORPORATED,; SKYCOM CHI APPONE MAI L
ENTERPRI SES, | NCORPORATED,; | NTERNATI ONAL
MODELI NG & TALENT ASSOCI ATI ON; CENTER FOR
SClI ENCE | N THE PUBLI C | NTEREST,; ERI E | NSURANCE
EXCHANGE;, DAVID WRIGHT | NSURANCE COMPANY;



AMERI CAN  DREAM  NUTRI Tl ON, | NCORPORATED,;
STAPLES, | NCORPORATED; ALAN BECHTOLD; SUCCESS
MARKETI NG GROUP, | NCORPORATED;, RONALD L.
SARCGENT; ERI E | NSURANCE  COMPANY; ERI E
| NSURANCE PROPERTY & CASUALTY COVPANY,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Raleigh. Mal colm J. Howard,
District Judge. (CA-02-675-5-H)

Subm tted: June 18, 2004 Deci ded: August 20, 2004

Before LUTTIG M CHAEL, and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Tracy Wody, Appellant Pro Se. Mark Jay Prak, Charles Earp Cobl e,
BROOKS, PIERCE, MCLENDON, HUWPHREY & LEONARD, Raleigh, North
Carolina; Brian Edward More, HOMRD, STALLINGS, FROM & HUTSCN,
P.A., Raleigh, North Carolina; Cedric R Perry, Raleigh, North
Carolina; Herbert P. Henderson, |I, REIDENBACH, HENDERSON & PECHT,
Lancast er, Pennsylvani a; Johnny Myrgan Loper, Ml ody Carroll Ray-
Wel | born, Matthew Sean Heal ey, WOVBLE, CARLYLE, SANDRI DGE & RI CE,
Ral ei gh, North Carolina; Shawn Douglas Mercer, JOHNSON, HEARN,
VINEGAR & CGEE, P.L.L.C., Raleigh, North Carolina; Vijay Fadia,
Torrance, California; Hugh Stevens, C. Amanda Martin, EVERETT,
GASKI NS, HANCOCK & STEVENS, Ral eigh, North Carolina; Perry WI kes,
Col unbus, OChio; CGeorge Alie Wnborne, Jr., ALSTON & BIRD, L.L.P.,
Ral ei gh, North Carolina; Alycia Sara Levy, CRANFILL, SUWNER &
HARTZOG, L.L.P., Ral ei gh, North Carolina; Chi appone  Mai |
Enterprises, Incorporated, Wst Babylon, New York; Carl Norris
Patterson, Jr., WNatthew Duvall Rhoad, SM TH, ANDERSQON, BLOUNT,
DORSETT, M TCHELL & JERNI GAN, Ral ei gh, North Carolina; Janes Donal d
Cowan, Jr., SMTH MOORE, L.L.P., Greensboro, North Carolina; Wndy
|. Sexton, SMTH MOORE, L.L.P., Raleigh, North Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

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



PER CURI AM

Tracy Wody seeks to appeal the district court’s order
dism ssing all but two of the defendants named in the underlying
civil action. This court nay exercise jurisdiction only over final
orders, 28 U S.C § 1291 (2000), and certain interlocutory and
collateral orders, 28 U . S.C. § 1292 (2000); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b);

Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The

order Wody seeks to appeal is neither a final order nor an
appeal abl e interl ocutory or collateral order. Accordingly, we deny
| eave to proceed in forma pauperis and di sm ss the appeal for |ack
of jurisdiction. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci sional process.

DI SM SSED



