UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98-7425

M CHAEL EDWARD BROCKS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

H L. BUNCH, individually and in his official
capacity as Police Chief; J. L. SPEAR, indi-
vidually and in official capacity as Police
Li eutenant; MARK BYRUM individually and in
official capacity as Police Oficer; ALFRED
SANDERLI'N, individually and in official capac-
ity as Police Oficer; JAME LACOVBE, i ndivid-
ually and in official capacity as Police
Oficer; MALCOLM MOURI NG, individually and in
official capacity as Police Oficer; AUBREY
NM SAMPLE, individually and in official ca-
pacity as Police Oficer; R CKY KING indi-
vidually and in official capacity as Police
Oficer; ROGER JONES, individually and in
official capacity as Police Sergeant; KEITH
TEAGUE; ELI ZABETH CI TY POLI CE DEPARTMENT; CITY
OF ELI ZABETH CI TY; SAMKEI TH, i ndi vi dual | y and
in official capacity as Deputy,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Elizabeth Cty. Terrence W Boyl e,
Chief District Judge. (CA-98-15-2-BO

Subm tted: February 25, 1999 Deci ded: WMarch 9, 1999




Bef ore HAM LTON, W LLI AMS, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

M chael Edward Brooks, Appellant Pro Se. Kevin Neil Lew s, BAKER,
JENKINS, JONES & DALY, P.A., Ahoskie, North Carolina; David Keith
Teague, Danny Ray d over, Jr., Elizabeth Cty, North Carolina; Mark
Al'len Davis, WOVBLE, CARLYLE, SANDRIDGE & RICE, Raleigh, North
Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

M chael E. Brooks appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his civil rights and state | aw cl ai ns conplaint. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the

district court. See Brooks v. Bunch, No. CA-98-15-2-BO (E.D.N. C

Sept. 4, 1998). We deny Appellee Keith Teague’s notions for sum
mary affirmance and danages and costs under Fed. R App. P. 38. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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