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Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Di s-
trict of Virginia, at Alexandria. Leonie M Brinkemn, District
Judge. (CA-95-1224-A

Argued: June 4, 1997 Deci ded: July 8, 1997

Bef ore W LKI NSON, Chief Judge, and WLKINS and HAM LTON, Circuit
Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

ARGUED: Joseph M chael Alioto, ALIOIO LAW FIRM San Franci sco,
California; Thomas Ri chard Nedrich, THOVAS R NEDRI CH & ASSCOCI ATES,
Falls Church, Virginia, for Appellants. Mar k Dougl as Wegener,
HOANREY & SI MON, Washington, D.C., for Appellee. ONBRIEF. Louis W
Ker shner, KERSHNER, HAWKINS & POLEN, P.C., Virginia Beach, Vir-
ginia, for Appellants. Edward Han, Kirstin A Mieller, HOAREY &
SI MON, Washington, D.C., for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Sea- Fone, Limted appeal s an order of the district court
granting summary judgnent to Conmuni cations Satellite Corporation
(Consat) on Sea-Fone's clains for antitrust violations, civil Rl CQ,
vi ol ati ons of the Federal Conmunications Act, m sappropriation of
trade secrets, fraud, tortious interference with contract, and
breach of contract. Sea-Fone's allegations stemfromits frustra-
tionin attenpting to conpete with Consat and others in the nmarket
for the provision of | owcost ship-to-shore tel ephone service for
United States naval personnel.

After carefully examning the record and the parties'
briefs, and having had the benefit of oral argunent, we concl ude
that the district court correctly granted sunmary judgnent in favor

of Comsat. Accordingly, we affirm
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