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

No. 96-2346

SAM DRAKULI CH; JEANNE DRAKULI CH,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

Ver sus

| NTERNAL REVENUE SERVI CE; | NTERNAL REVENUE
SERVICE, OCrimnal Investigation Division;
D. ARRVI N REEDY; SCOIT G ADAMS,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

ANNE MORRI S PRI CE, Agent, Departnent of the
Treasury; C. STEVEN KARGAUER; JACK PETRI, Di s-
trict Mnager, Departnment of the Treasury;
GEORGE E. SUTTON; NANCY REINI TZ, Onrbudsnan,
I nternal Revenue Service; C. A MOORE, NANCY
A VENS, Exam nation Di vi si on, I nternal Revenue
Service; SAL BARETTA; AlILEEN CONDON;, RETTA
JONES; N. LAURA HARRI SON;, MARI E ANNE BORSUK,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Alexandria. Leonie M Brinkema, District
Judge. (CA-96-11-A

Subm tted: Decenber 19, 1996 Deci ded: Decenber 30, 1996

Bef ore ERVIN and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior Crcuit
Judge.







Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Sam Drakulich, Jeanne Drakulich, Appellants Pro Se. Patricia
McDonal d Bowman, Teresa Thomas M| ton, UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTI CE, Washington, D.C, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Appel | ants appeal fromthe district court's orders granting
sumary judgnment to the governnent on their tax refund suit and
dismi ssing their remaining state |law clains against Reedy and
Adans. Because Appellants failed to neet the jurisdictional pre-
requisites to maintaining arefund suit indistrict court, summary
j udgnent was properly entered in favor of the governnment and we
affirm See 26 U.S. C. 88 6511, 6532(a), 7422 (1994). Cur reviewthe
record and the district court's order dism ssing the Appellants’
state | awcl ai ns di scl oses no reversible error. Accordi ngly, we af -

firmon the reasoning of the district court. Drakulich v. Internal

Revenue Service, No. CA-96-11-A (E.D. Va. Sept. 26, 1996). W di s-

pense with oral argument because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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