UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 02-2378

JEANETTE PERRY- BEY,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CI TY OF NORFOLK, a rmuni ci pal corporation,

Def endant - Appell ee,

and

REG NA WLLIAMS, individually and in her
official capacity as the Gty Mnager of the
City of Norfolk; MELVIN C. HI GH, individually
and in his official capacity as the Chief of
the City of Norfol k Police Departnent; CAPTAIN
SHARON L. CHAMBERLIN, individually and in her
official capacity as a nenber of the City of
Norfol k Police Departnment; LIEUTENANT C. W
BREVER, individually and in his official
capacity as a nenber of the Cty of Norfolk
Police Departnent; LIEUTENANT P. S. M DGETT,
individually and in his official capacity as a
menber of the Cty of Norfolk Police
Department; OFFICER JUDY HASH, individually
and in her official capacity as a nenber of
the Gty of Norfolk Police Departnent; OFFI CER
D. J. PONELL, individually and in her official
capacity as a nenber of the Cty of Norfolk
Pol i ce Depart nent,

Def endant s.



Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Norfol k. Robert G Doumar, Senior D strict
Judge. (CA-02-7-2)

Subm tted: July 25, 2003 Deci ded: August 20, 2003

Bef ore TRAXLER, KING and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Jeanette Perry-Bey, Appellant Pro Se. Bernard Ant hony Pi shko, Joan
El i zabet h Mahoney, Ml vin Wayne Ringer, CITY ATTORNEY' S CFFI CE,
Norfol k, Virginia, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Jeanette Perry-Bey appeal s the district court’s order granting
summary judgnment in favor of her forner enployer, the Gty of
Norfolk, in her civil action alleging retaliation in violation of
Title VI of the Cvil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U S.C. § 2000e-3
(2000). We have reviewed the record and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirm substantially on the reasoning of the

district court. See Perry-Bey v. Cty of Norfolk, No. CA-02-7-2

(E.D. Va. Cct. 31, 2002). W dispense wth oral argunent because
the facts and |egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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