UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-2738

D. JOHNSON WLLI S,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

TOM OF TRENTON, NORTH CAROLI NA; JOFFREE T.
LEGGETT, Individually and as Town Mayor;
CHARLES C. JONES, Individually and as Menber
of Town Council; EDWARD EUBANKS, | ndivi dually
and as Menber of Town Council; WLLI ARD ODELL
LEWS, Individually and as Menber of Town
Counci | ; ANN BROCK, | ndividually and as forner
Menber of Town Council; EDWARD PARKER, | ndi -
vidual ly and as fornmer Menber of Town Council ;
CLIFTON MLLS, SR, Individually as forner
Menber of Town Council; BOB D. HENDERSON,
Individually and as fornmer Menber of Town
Council; JAMES R FRANCK, Individually and as
former Town Mayor; SHERI M DAVENPORT, I ndi -
vidual ly and as former Town Counsel; CAROL M
HOOD, Personal Representative of the Estate of
James R Hood; GECORGE W DAVENPORT, I ndivi du-
ally and as fornmer Town Mayor; JAMES BLOOD-
WORTH, Individually and as Town Enpl oyee; C.
GLENN SPI VEY, Individually and as Town Cerk
and their successors and agents,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Geenville. Mal col m J. Howard,
District Judge. (CA-94-166-4-H)

Submitted: April 23, 1996 Deci ded: May 21, 1996







Bef ore NI EMEYER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed as nodi fied by unpublished per curiam opinion.

D. Johnson WIllis, Appellant Pro Se. Cheryl A Marteney, WARD &
SMTH, P.A., New Bern, North Carolina; Dal Floyd Woten, III,
Kinston, North Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals from the district court's order denying
relief on his civil rights conplaint alleging an equal protection
violation in his community's provision of trash renoval services.
We have revi ewed the record and the district court's opi ni on adopt -
i ng the nagi strate judge's recomendation and find no reversible

error. WIllis v. Town of Trenton, No. CA-94-166-4-H(E. D.N. C. Sept.

12, 1995). We nodify the order, however, to reflect dism ssal of
the action w thout prejudice so that Appell ant may have t he oppor-
tunity to particularize his conpl aint and specify the proper defen-

dants. 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2106 (1988); see Gordon v. Leeke, 574 F. 2d 1147,

1152-53 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 439 U S. 970 (1978).

We deny the notion for oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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