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

No. 96-1766

GARY PHAM
Plaintiff - Appellant,
Ver sus
D. B. ELLIS, Patrol Section; WNTER H LL
APARTMENT; DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT;
SOCI AL SECURITY DI STRICT OFFICE; LOCK WOOD
HOUSE,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Alexandria. T.S. Ellis, IIl, District Judge.
(CA-96-183- A)

Submi tted: August 20, 1996 Deci ded: Septenber 3, 1996

Before WLKINS and WLLIAMS, G rcuit Judges, and PHI LLIPS, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Gary Pham Appellant Pro Se. Anthony D. Dawyer, Colunbia, Mry-
| and; Ann Goul din Kill al ea, OFFI CE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY, Fairf ax,
Virginia; Constance Harriett Frogale, OFFI CE OF THE UNI TED STATES
ATTORNEY, Al exandria, Virginia, Steven Dewey Briglia, BRIGLIA &
WRI GHT, P.C., Fairfax, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s fromthe district court's order grantingthe
Def endants' notions to dism ss Appellant's claimthat he was being
victim zed and that the Defendants were part of a conspiracy to
further this victimzation. W have reviewed the record and the
district court's order and find no reversible error. Appellant's
conplaint fails to satisfy any of the requirenents of Fed. R Civ.
P. 8(a). Appellant makes no assertions as to why the federal court
has jurisdiction, nor does he raise any federal questions or con-
stitutional issues. Furthernore, Appellant's conplaint fails to
state a cause of action upon which relief could be granted and
therefore was properly dismssed pursuant to Fed. R GCv. P
12(b)(6). Finally, Appellant fails to make any specific request for
relief in his conplaint. Accordingly, we affirmthe order of the

district court. Phamv. Ellis, No. CA-96-183-A (E.D. Va. Apr. 26,

1996). We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the naterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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