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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Harry R Mathis, Sr., appeals fromthe district court's grant
of summary judgnent in favor of the Defendants in his 42 U S.C. §
1983 (1994), action alleging that he was the victimof excessive
force and an illegal stop. W affirm

Qur review of the record |l eads us to agree with the district
court’s determ nati on t hat excessi ve force was not enpl oyed agai nst
Mat hi s when police officers allegedly threatened to "drag" himto
the police station if he refused to | eave a private neeting. Like-
W se, we agree that based upon the facts presented bel owthe police
had reasonabl e suspicion to conduct an investigative stop.  See

United States v. Crittendon, 883 F.2d 326, 328 (4th G r. 1989)

(providi ng standard).

In hisinformal brief beforethis Court, Mathis all eges nuner -
ous pre-trial and di scovery errors comritted by the district court.
Upon review, we discern no error warranting reversal of the dis-
trict court's order. W therefore affirm W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFlI RVED

" Gven these two determnations, we agree with the district
court that Mathis' claimof failure to properly train the officers
must al so fail.



