UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98-1696

ROGER R QLI VA,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

M CHELLE E. BOYER; SUPERIOR COURT  OF
PENNSYLVANI A,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

DAUPH N COUNTY COURTS, PENNSYLVANI A; FAI RFAX
DI STRICT OFFICE/ VA DSS; NANCY HILL; NANCY
CRAWFORD; DON HEPLER; ESTELLE BRYANT; CHARLES
ROARK; FAI RFAX J& R COURT; GAYLORD FI NCH;
FRANK SEDI ; JANE DELBRI DGE; M CHAEL VALENTI NE;
DEBRA TOLAND; DAVID SCHELL; LINDA BOZCXY;
CLARENCE MORRI SON;,  JEANINE TURGEQN, MARK
SELLI KER, CHERYL BENKOVI C; DAVI D A. SZEWCZAK;
PATRI CI A A. MCKEEVER,

Def endant s.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Alexandria. Albert V. Bryan, Jr., Senior
District Judge. (CA-95-562-A)

Subm tted: August 27, 1998 Deci ded: Septenber 11, 1998



Bef ore NI EMEYER and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Roger R diva, Appellant Pro Se. Mchelle E. Boyer, Appellee Pro
Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Roger R Odiva appeals the district court’s order dism ssing
Def endants M chell e E. Boyer and the Superior Court of Pennsylvani a
in his civil action. W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Wiile the district
court dism ssed the Defendants for reasons stated fromthe bench,
and diva did not provide a transcript of the proceeding in the
record, see Fed. R App. P. 10(b)(2), we affirmthe order. Qiva
seeks review of state court proceedings regarding donestic rel a-
tions orders, which is not a basis for federal jurisdiction. See

Ankenbrandt v. Richards, 504 U.S. 689 (1992). To the extent that

Oiva raises a 42 U S.C. A 8§ 1983 (West 1994 & Supp. 1998) claim
the Defendant court system is not a person as defined by 42
U S CA 8§ 1983, and Boyer is not a state actor. See 42 U S. C A
§ 1983.

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



