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TERESA BROCK; ARI EL GHEE,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

ST. JOSEPH S HOSPI TAL; ST. JOSEPH S MEDI CAL
CENTER, | NCORPCORATED; NI COLETTE MORRI'S, Doc-
tor; JACKI E BAILEY, Registered Nurse; DARLA
KRI YA, Regi stered Nurse; KAYE THOWPSON,
Regi stered Nurse; UN VERSI TY MEDI CAL CENTER,
ANN MARI E BONDS; M. WASHI NGTON PEDI ATRI C
HOSPI TAL;  SUSAN  MCCOLLEY, Doctor; CHI LD
PROTECTI VE SERVI CES; CAROLYN BEERS; ALICIA
MELVI N, DAWNA BLAKE,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. John R Hargrove, Senior District Judge.
(CA-96-1241- HAR)

Subm tt ed: Decenber 10, 1996 Deci ded: Decenber 23, 1996

Before HAM LTON, LUTTIG and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed as nodified by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Teresa Brock, Ariel Ghee, Appellants Pro Se. John Russell
Penhal | egon, SM TH, SOVERVI LLE & CASE, Baltinore, Maryland, for

Appel | ees.




Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal the district court's order denyingrelief in
their 42 U S.C. A 88 1983, 1985 (1994) action in which they also
alleged racial discrimnationinviolationof Title VI of the G vil
Ri ghts Act of 1964. W have reviewed the record with respect to the
Title VI claimand the district court's opinion and find no revers-
i ble error. Accordingly, we affirmthe disposition of this claim

on the reasoning of the district court. Brock v. St. Joseph's

Hosp., No. CA-96-1241-HAR (D. Md. July 24, 1996). W find, however,
that the § 1983 cl ai mshoul d have been di sm ssed as frivol ous under
28 U.S.C A 8 1915(e) (West Supp. 1996), rather than pursuant to
Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b)(6), and affirmthe di sm ssal on that basis.
Finally, we find that the 8§ 1985 cl ai mwas properly di sm ssed under
Fed. R Civ. P. 12(b)(6) for failure to state a clai mupon which
relief can be granted, as appellants have failed to al |l ege specific
facts supporting a clai mof conspiracy in violation of § 1985. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contenti ons
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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