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

No. 97-7677

STEPHEN A. SHARP,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

LYNN CAW.EY, a/k/a Lynn Cawl ey W/ son; ANDREW
S. WLSON, individually and in his official

capacity; WLSON SERVI CES;, WAYNE A. CAWEY;

DANA A LAVWHORNE, individually and in his
official capacity; S. RANDOLPH SENGEL, i ndi -

vidually and in his official capacity; KAREN
M S. WALDEN, individually and in her offici al

capacity; PATRICK J. PRENDERGAST; JOHN E.

REGENTI N, JOSEPH A. CONDO, individually and in
his professional capacity; REES, BROOVE &
D AZ, PC, JOSEPH A. CONDO & ASSOCI ATES, PC;

ROBERT C. DUNN, individually and in his pro-

fessional capacity; COHEN, DUNN & SINCLAIR,

PC, COHEN, DUNN & CURCI O, PC, M CHAEL D. RYAN,

individually and in his official capacity;

MARY L. HILL, individually and in her official

capacity; MARGARET A. DHI LLON, individually
and in her official capacity; CORA LYNN C

GOLDSBOROUGH, individually and in her capacity
as agent of the city of Al exandria;, BARBARA
WARD, individually and in her official -ca-

pacity; CITY OF ALEXANDRI A, Virginia;, JOANNE
C. LI NDENBERCGER; SPRI NGFI ELD PSYCHOTHERAPY &
CONSULTATI ON CENTER, JUDI TH M GLASSER, SARAH
CAWLEY SHARP,

Def endants - Appel | ees.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia, at Alexandria. Caude M Hilton, Chief District
Judge. (CA-96-337-A)

Subm tted: Septenber 15, 1998 Deci ded: August 12, 1999

Before NIEMEYER and WLLIAMS, Circuit Judges, and HALL," Senior
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

St ephen A. Sharp, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

" Senior Judge Hall participated in the consideration of
this case but died prior to the tinme the decision was filed. The
decision is filed by a quorum of the panel pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 46(d).



PER CURI AM

St ephen A. Sharp appeals a district court order dism ssing his
action for failure to conply with a district court order directing
himto particularize his clains. Upon review ng the record and t he
district court’s opinion, we find the dismssal was proper.
Sharp’s al |l egati ons were repeated, ranbling |l egal ese and failed to
contain a short, plain statenent of the clains against each
defendant. The district court gave himtwo opportunities to par-
ticularize his conplaint and warned himthat a failure to respond
could result in dismssal. Wen Sharp’s anended conpl ai nts di d not
cure the defects, the court entered an order of dism ssal.

Because Sharp failed to particul arize his deficient conplaint
in accordance with the court’s orders, dismssal was proper. See

Ballard v. Carlson, 882 F.2d 93, 95-96 (4th Cr. 1989). W dis-

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

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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