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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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No. 99-1061

CAROLYN J. MELVI N,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CI TY OF GREENVILLE;, DAVID BEST, in his indi-
vidual and official capacity; HOMRD CONNER,
in his individual and official capacity; CEC L
HARDY, in his individual and official capac-
ity; CHARLES HI NMAN, in his individual and of -
ficial capacity; JOSEPH M SIMONONCH, in his
i ndi vidual and official capacity; JOHN TEEL,
in his individual and official capacity; CTY
OF GREENVI LLE PCOLI CE DEPARTIVENT,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern D s-
trict of North Carolina, at Geenville. Mal colm J. Howard,
District Judge. (CA-96-66-4-H)

Subm tted: June 29, 1999 Decided: July 15, 1999

Before WLLI AMS5, TRAXLER, and KING, GCircuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Carolyn J. Melvin, Appellant Pro Se. David A Holec, M Blair
Carr, CITY OF GREENVI LLE, Greenville, North Carolina; David Powel |



Stillerman, Jr., Laurence S. G aham GRAHAM & STILLERVAN, P.A
Geenville, North Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Carolyn J. Melvin appeal s the district court’s order accepting
in part a magistrate judge’'s recommendati on and granting Defen-
dants’ notion for summary judgnent in an action brought for viola-
tions of Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, 42 U S.C
88 1981, 1983, 1985, 1986 (1994), for constructive discharge, and
for violation of the North Carolina Equal Enploynment Practices Act
and public policy, and for intentional infliction of enptiona
di stress. W have reviewed the record, the magistrate judge' s
menor andum and r econmendati on, and the district court’s opinion and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. See Melvin v. City of Geenville, No. CA-

96-66-4-H (E.D.N.C. Dec. 7, 1998). We dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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