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PER CURIAM: 

Plaintiffs Cynthia Harmon, Frazier Shack, Yvetta Horsford 

Smith, Shondale Alford, and Melvin Riley appeal the district 

court’s order denying relief on their breach-of-contract, 

discrimination, and related claims against DynCorp 

International, Inc.  Plaintiffs also appeal a separate order 

dismissing without prejudice their qui tam claim under the False 

Claims Act.  Finding no error, we affirm. 

The district court correctly held that Plaintiffs’ 

complaint failed to allege sufficient facts to support an alter 

ego theory of liability against DynCorp.  Plaintiffs alleged 

various acts of misconduct by two businesses that formerly 

employed them, but the complaint offered only vague and 

conclusory allegations imputing these acts to DynCorp.  

Accordingly, Plaintiffs failed to state a claim of alter ego 

liability against DynCorp.  See Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 

679 (2009).  Moreover, because DynCorp was the sole party 

Defendant, the district court did not err in dismissing the 

complaint in its entirety. 

We further conclude that the district court did not abuse 

its discretion by dismissing Plaintiffs’ False Claims Act claim 

or denying leave to file a fifth complaint after the first four 

proved unsuccessful.  We therefore affirm the district court’s 

judgment.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 
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legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 

before this court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 


