UNPUBL | SHED

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

No. 97-1333

BERNARD J. SCHULTE, on behalf of hinself and
al | ot hers simlarly si tuat ed, and
derivatively on behalf of Oxford Tax Exenpt
Fund Limted Partnership; GEORGE A. CRAIG on
behal f of hinself and all others simlarly
Si tuat ed,

Plaintiffs - Appell ees,

Ver sus

OXFORD DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATI ON; LEO E.
Z| CKLER, OXFORD TAX EXEMPT FUND | CORPORATI ON,
OXFORD FUND Il LIMTED PARTNERSH P; OXFORD
| N\VESTMENT CORPORATI ON; OXFORD | NVESTMENT | |
CORPORATI ON;, OXFORD EQUI TIES CORPORATI ON;
OXFORD TAX EXEMPT FUND || LI M TED PARTNERSHI P;
OXFORD TAX EXEMPT FUND LI M TED PARTNERSHI P;
OXFORD TAX EXEMPT FUND 11 CORPORATION, a
Maryl and Cor por ati on; OXFORD REALTY FI NANCI AL
GROUP, | NCORPORATED, a Maryl and Cor porati on;
OXFORD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, a Maryl and
Corporation; OXFORD BETHESDA 11 LIMTED
PARTNERSHI P, a Maryland |imted partnership,

Def endants - Appell ees,
ver sus
JOAN KING Individually and as state class
representative,

Movant - Appel | ant.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Wlliam M Nickerson, District Judge.
( CA- 95- 3643- WWN)

Submtted: February 10, 1998 Deci ded: February 24, 1998

Bef ore MURNAGHAN, NI EMEYER, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Joan King, Appellant Pro Se. Charles Juster Piven, LAWOFFI CE OF
CHARLES J. PI'VEN, Bal ti nore, Maryl and; Kenneth George G | man, David
Pastor, G LMAN & PASTOR, Boston, Mussachusetts; Daniel Charles
Grard, GRARD & GREEN, P.C., San Francisco, California; Andrew
Bennett Wi ssman, Robert Franklin Hoyt, Robert Bruce McCaw, W LMER,
CUTLER & PICKERI NG Washington, D.C.; Charles Jay Landy, SHAW
PI TTMAN, POTTS & TROMBRI DGE, Washi ngton, D.C., for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the district court's order approving the
settl ement agreenent inthis securities fraud class action suit. W
have revi ewed the record and the district court's opinion and find
no reversi ble error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the

district court. Schulte v. King, No. CA-95-3643-WW (D. M. Feb.

23, 1997); see In re Jiffy Lube Securities Litig., 927 F.2d 155

(4th Cr. 1991); Flinnv. FMC Corp., 528 F.2d 1169 (4th Gr. 1975).
We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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