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CITY OF WLSON, NORTH CARCLI NA; CITY OF W LSON
| NSPECTI ON DEPARTMENT; STEVE ROGERS, i ndi vid-
ual and is an inspector in the Wlson Gty
| nspection Departnment; MA SM TH, |Individual
and is an Inspector in the Wlson Cty In-
spection Departnent; JEFF W NSTEAD, | ndi vi dual
and is an Inspector in the WIson Gty
| nspection Departnent; KEI TH O BRI EN, | ndivid-
ual and is an Inspector in the Wlson City
| nspection Departnent; JIM HOLLOVAN, I ndivid-
ual and is an I nspection Manager in the WIson
City Inspection Departnent; WNNE WLLIAVS,
I ndi vidual and is the Chief of the Wlson City
Police Departnent; CITY OF WLSON dTY
COUNCI L,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Raleigh. Terrence W Boyle, Chief
District Judge. (CA-01-451-5-BQ(2))

Subm tted: January 31, 2002 Deci ded: February 6, 2002

Bef ore NI EMEYER, W LLI AMS, and M CHAEL, G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.



John Russell Wnberley, Jr., Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

John Russell Wnberley, Jr., appeals the district court’s
order dismssing as frivolous his 42 U S.C.A § 1983 (West Supp.
2001) conpl ai nt. W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we
affirmthe denial of relief on the federal clains on the reasoning

of the district court. Wnberley v. Cty of WIlson, No. CA-01-451-

5-BO(2) (E.D.N.C. Aug. 17, 2001). Because the district court
properly denied Wnberley' s federal clains, we find that the court
properly declined to exercise jurisdiction over his pendent state

| aw clains. Davis v. Pak, 856 F.2d 648, 650-52 (4th G r. 1988).

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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