UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCU T

No. 98-1824

TENKASI M VI SWANATHAN, Doct or,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
vVer sus

FAYETTEVI LLE STATE UNI VERSI TY BOARD OF TRUS-
TEES; LLOYD V. HACKLEY, Doctor, the Chancell or
of Fayetteville State University, in his offi-
cial and individual capacity; JON YOUNG Doc-
tor, in his official and individual capacity,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at Wl mngton. W Earl Britt, Senior D s-
trict Judge. (CA-96-160-7-BR)

Subm tted: August 13, 1998 Deci ded: Septenber 1, 1998

Before WDENER and WLKINS, GCircuit Judges, and HALL, Senior
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Tenkasi M Vi swanat han, Appellant Pro Se. Celia Grasty Jones,
OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NORTH CARCLI NA, Ral eigh, 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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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 the district court’s orders denying his
notion for extension of tine to respond to Appellees’ notion for
sanctions, inposing sanctions against him and denying his notion
for reconsideration. W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinions and orders and find no reversible error. The dis-
trict court did not abuse its discretion in denying Appellant’s

notion for extension of tine. See generally Strag v. Board of

Trustees, Craven Community College, 55 F.3d 943, 952-53 (4th Grr.

1995). Plus, the Fed. R Cv. P. 11 sanction entered against
Appel I ant was factually supported by the record, the district court
had jurisdiction to order sanctions, and the amount ordered was

proper. See Cooter & Gell v. Hartmarx Corp., 496 U. S. 384, 395, 405

(1990); In re Kunstler, 914 F.2d 505, 513, 523 (4th Cr. 1990).

Finally, we find no abuse of discretion in the district court’s

denial of Appellant’s notion for reconsideration. See Tenkin v.

Frederick County Commirs, 945 F.2d 716, 723 (4th Gr. 1991).

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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