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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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No. 04-1993

RAFAEL |. PI NKHASOV Pl NCHAS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

JERALD M JORDAN; DONALDA K. AMMONS; JOHN M
LOVETT,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Wlliam M N ckerson, Senior District
Judge. (CA-03-2690- WWN)

Subm tted: Decenber 23, 2004 Deci ded: January 24, 2005

Bef ore W LKINSON, MOTZ, and DUNCAN, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Raf ael 1. Pinkhasov Pinchas, Appellant Pro Se. Kelby Brick, BRICK
LAW OFFI CE, Greenbelt, Maryland, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Raf ael |. Pinkhasov Pinchas appeals the district court’s
order granting the notion to dismss filed by Jerald M Jordan,
Donal da K. Ammons, and John M Lovett in Pinchas’ civil diversity
action alleging defamati on. W have reviewed the record and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmfor the reasons stated

by the district court. See Pinchas v. Jordan, No. CA-03-2690- WN

(D. Ml. Aug. 3, 2004).

To the extent that the district court failed to address
the all egedly defamatory statenments set forth in paragraphs twenty
t hrough twenty-six of Pinchas’ conplaint, we find any error to be
harm ess. The statenents in paragraphs twenty and twenty-six are

barred by the doctrine of res judicata. See Pueschel v. United

States, 369 F. 3d 345, 354-55 (4th Cr. 2004) (discussing doctrine);

Andrews v. Daw, 201 F.3d 521, 524 n.1 (4th GCr. 2000) (recognizing

applicability of doctrine in notion to dismss under certain
ci rcunst ances) . In addition, the statenents in paragraphs
twenty-one through twenty-five fail to state a clai mof defamation

as a matter of | aw See T.G Slater & Son, Inc. v. Donald P. &

Patricia A Brennan LLC 385 F.3d 836, 841 (4th G r. 2004)

(providing standard for notion filed under Fed. R Gv. P. 12(b));

Murray v. United Food & Commercial Wrkers Int’l Union, 289 F.3d

297, 305 (4th Cir. 2002) (discussing elements of prima facie case

of defamati on under Maryland | aw).



We 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.
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