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NORMAN JAMES GALLI EN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA, ET AL.,
Def endant s,

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA, on behal f of United States Departnent of
Army, on behalf of United States Departnent of the Air Force;
HERBERT J. COMEAUX, Individually &in his official capacity; LLOYD
M BOURQUE, JR., Individually &in his official capacity; LOU SI ANA
M LI TARY DEPARTMENT,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Louisiana, Lake Charles Division

(01- CV-373)

Bef ore BARKSDALE, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Norman Gallien appeals from the district court’s grant of

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.
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summary judgnent to defendants United States, et al., on his claim
all eging that his honorable discharge frommlitary duty occurred
for inproper, discrimnatory reasons. W review the district
court’s grant of sunmary judgnent de novo, applying the sane
standards used in that court. Rogers v. International Marine
Termnals, 87 F. 3d 755, 758 (5th Cir. 1996).

Appel | ant began his service wth the Loui si ana Nati onal CGuard
in 1984. He was separated fromservice with an honorabl e di scharge
in February, 2000, based on nedical reasons. He brought suit
agai nst defendants, his federal and state enployers and
supervisors, claimng that his dismssal actually resulted from
discrimnation and a “vendetta” against him The defendants noved
to dismss the suit on several grounds. The district court
di sm ssed for | ack of subject matter jurisdiction and did not reach
t he ot her grounds.

W agree with the district court that this suit should be
dism ssed for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Courts have
long recognized that plaintiffs are restricted from bringing
actions of this kind against their mlitary enployers and
superiors. See, e.g., United States v. Stanley, 483 U S. 669
(1987); Chappell v. Wallace, 462 U. S. 262 (1983); Feres v. United
States, 340 U. S. 135 (1950); Hol di ness v. Stroud, 808 F. 2d 417 (5th
Cr. 1987); CGonzalez v. Departnent of the Arny, 718 F.2d 926 (9th

Gir. 1983).
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The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



