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

No. 04-1892

CHO CE HOTELS | NTERNATI ONAL, | NCORPORATED, a
Del awar e cor poration

Plaintiff - Appell ee,
ver sus
PATRI CK BENNETT, as general partner of Bennett
Fi nanci al Associ at es; BENNETT FI NANCI AL
ASSCClI ATES, a New York general partnership,

Def endant & Third Party Plaintiff - Appellants,

and

SVWEN K. BENNETT; COWORT ASSOCI ATES,
| NCORPORATED

Def endant s,
Ver sus
M DSTATE RACEVAY, | NCORPORATED; JOHN J.

SI GNORELLI; DOM NI C G AMBONA

Third Party Defendants.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Deborah K. Chasanow, District Judge. (CA-
01- 1457- 8- DKC)
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Bef ore NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and TRAXLER, G rcuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Patrick Bennett, Appellant Pro Se. Janmes C. Healy, Silver Spring,
Maryl and, for Appell ee. Wlliam WIllis Carrier, 1I1l, Ann Marie
Gillo, TYDI NGS & ROSENBERG, Baltinore, Maryland, for Defendants.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Patrick Bennett and Bennett Financial Associ ates seek to
appeal the district court’s orders granting sunmary judgnent to the
Plaintiff inits civil action and denying Bennett’s notionto alter
or anmend judgnent. This court nmay exercise jurisdiction only over
final orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 (2000), and certain interlocutory

and collateral orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1292 (2000); Fed. R Cv. P

54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949).
Because the orders adjudicated fewer than all clains against all
parties, they are neither final orders nor appeal abl e interlocutory
or collateral orders. Accordingly, we grant Appellee’s notion to
di sm ss the appeal as interlocutory, deny as noot Appellee’ s notion
to strike Bennett’'s reply brief, and dism ss the appeal for |ack of
jurisdiction. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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