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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of Virginia, at Roanoke. Sanuel G WIlson, District Judge.
(CA-93-788-R)

Submtted: June 20, 1996 Decided: July 1, 1996

Before HALL, WLKINS, and HAMLTON, GCircuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

David Terry Kidd, Jr., Appellant Pro Se. Martha Murphey Parri sh,
Assi stant Attorney General, R chnond, Virginia; Joseph Ross Newel |,
TI MBERLAKE, SM TH, THOVAS & MOSES, P.C., Staunton, Virginia, for
Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromdistrict court orders: (1) directing
the clerk to send a copy of Appellant's discovery request to the
Def endant s’ counsel; and (2) sustai ning a Defendant's objectionto
deposition prior to resolution of a preceding notion for summary
judgnment. We dism ss the appeal for |ack of jurisdiction because
the order is not appeal able. This court may exercise jurisdiction
only over final orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1291 (1988), and certain inter-
| ocutory and col lateral orders, 28 U S.C. § 1292 (1988); Fed. R
Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541

(1949). The orders here appealed are neither final orders nor
appeal abl e interlocutory or collateral orders.

We di sm ss the appeal as interlocutory. W di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



