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Polly Traynham, appellant, appeals from the denial of her amended motion for
summary judgment, by the Circuit Court for St. Mary’s County, claiming that the court
erred in denying that motion without a hearing. For the reasons that follow, we dismiss the
appeal.

Generally, “a party may appeal only from a final judgment.” St. Joseph Med. Cir.,
Inc. v. Cardiac Surgery Assocs., 392 Md. 75, 84 (2006) (internal quotation marks and
citation omittted). To constitute a final judgment, a ruling of the court must have various
attributes, among them that the judgment must be intended by the court to be an
unqualified, final disposition of the matter in controversy and it must adjudicate all claims
against all parties. Rohrbeck v. Rohrbeck, 318 Md. 28, 41 (1989). Here, the circuit court’s
denial of Traynham’s motion for summary judgment was not an unqualified final
disposition of the matter in controversy and did not adjudicate any of her claims. See Porter
Hayden Co. v. Commercial Union Ins. Co., 339 Md. 150, 164 (1995) (noting that “it is well
established in Maryland that the denial of a motion for summary judgment is ordinarily not
a final judgment from which an appeal may be taken”). Moreover, the court’s decision is
not an appealable interlocutory order under Section 12-303 of the Courts and Judicial
Proceedings Article of the Maryland Code (1973, 2013 Repl.Vol.), because none of its
exceptions apply to this case. Finally, the requirements of the collateral order doctrine
have not been met because the denial of Traynham’s summary judgment motion did not
conclusively determine any issue and can also be effectively reviewed following the entry
of a final judgment. See Maryland Bd. of Physicians v. Grier, 451 Md. 526, 546 (2017)

(noting that the collateral order doctrine is a “narrow exception” to the final judgment rule
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that requires the interlocutory order being appealed to satisfy four requirements, including
that it “must conclusively determine the disputed question” and that “the issue [decided]

would be effectively unreviewable if the appeal had to await the entry of a final judgment”).

APPEAL DISMISSED. COSTS TO BE PAID
BY APPELLANT.



