IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

DELAI NE ANDREWS : ClVIL ACTI ON
V. :

DELAWARE COUNTY HOUSI NG AUTHORI TY,

U S. DEPT. OF HOUSI NG AND URBAN

DEVELOPMENT SECTI ON & HOUSI NG :
AUTHORI TY : NO. 96-8408

VEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Ful lam Sr. J. May , 1997

Plaintiff filed a conplaint, apparently in a pro se
capacity. The defendant Del aware County Housing Authority filed a
Motion to Dismss. Plaintiff filed an anmended conpl aint, and has
al so tendered a second anended conplaint. There is little or no
di fference anong the various versions of the conplaint.

The defendant's Mdtion to D smss, and the acconpanyi ng
brief, assert that plaintiff has noclainms within the jurisdiction
of this Court, since the Del aware County Housing Authority is not
a federal agency, nor is it an agent for the Departnent of Housing
and Urban Devel opnent, and plaintiff is asserting nerely state-I|aw
cl ai ns agai nst the Housi ng Authority. But the defendant repeatedly
makes the puzzling assertion that, since HUD is not naned as a
defendant in this case, there is no possibility of exercising
suppl enental jurisdiction over the state |aw clains involving the
Housi ng Authority. This is indeed strange, since even the nost
casual reading of all three versions of plaintiff's conplaint

reveals that, both in the caption and in the body of these



pl eadi ngs, the defendants include "U.S. Dept. of Housi ng and U ban
Devel opnent, Section 8 Housing Authority, Philadelphia Ofice

Region I11."

Be that as it may, all three of plaintiff's conplaints
and anmended conplaints will be dismssed, for the follow ng
reasons:

1. The resi dence address of plaintiff is not set forth.

2. It is inpossible to deci pher what clains plaintiff

is actually asserting, and what relief is requested. Although the
Depart ment of Housi ng and Urban Devel opnent i s apparently intended
to be naned as a defendant, its only invol venrent, so far as all eged
by plaintiff, seenms to have been that its regulations were not
scrupulously followed by the defendant Housing Authority.
Plaintiff's apparent belief that HUD or the Housing Authority, or
both, are legally liable to plaintiff because a hol dover tenant
all egedly damaged plaintiff's property is, needless to say,
entirely without basis in | aw.

3. The only reference to any possible claim against
ei ther of the defendants which would be wthin the jurisdiction of
this Court is plaintiff's vague references to "discrimnation.”
Yet the various conpl ai nts contain nothing specificor sufficiently
concretetosatisfy plaintiff's burden of establishing this Court's
jurisdiction.

Plaintiff will be afforded one final opportunity to file
an anended conplaint which is legally sufficient. Oherw se, her

breach-of -contract and rel ated state | awcl ai ns agai nst t he Housi ng
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Aut hority shoul d be addressed in an appropriate state court.

It shoul d be noted, al so, that plaintiff has not achi eved
valid service of process on either of the defendants, and has
apparently made no attenpt whatever to make service upon the
Depart ment of Housi ng and Urban Devel opnent. |If plaintiff intends
to proceed further inthis court, these deficiencies will al so have

to be rectified.



IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

DELAI NE ANDREWS : CIVIL ACTI ON
V. :
DELAWARE COUNTY HOUSI NG AUTHORI TY, :

U S. DEPT. OF HOUSI NG AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT SECTI ON & HOUSI NG

AUTHORI TY : NO. 96- 8408
ORDER
AND NOW this day of My, 1997, IT IS ORDERED:
1. Plaintiff's conpl ai nt, anended conpl ai nt and second

anended conplaint are all DI SM SSED.
2. Plaintiff is granted a period of thirty (30) days in
which to file an anmended conplaint, if desired. No

further anmendnments will be permtted.

John P. Fullam Sr. J.



