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PER CURI AM

Cheryl A. Davidson filed an action in the district court
al I egi ng that she was wongfully term nated fromthe Gaf f ney, South
Carolina, Police Departnment after twenty-two years of service.
Davi dson also alleged false arrest, malicious prosecution, and
def amati on of character arising out of her arrest and prosecution
for forgery, which was | ater dropped.

The magi strate judge issued a report and reconmendati on
characterizing Davidson’s clains as a wongful term nation action
governed by state |law and concluded that because both parties
resided in South Carolina, the court was wthout jurisdiction.
Accordingly, the magistrate judge recomended that the action be
di sm ssed wthout prejudice. As required, Davidson filed
objections to the magistrate judge’'s report stating that she was
seeki ng nonetary danages for a host of violations including false
arrest and false inprisonnent. Noting that Davidson filed
objections to the nmagistrate judge's report, but concluding that
she failed to expressly raise the issue of jurisdiction, the
district court adopted the magistrate judge’s recomrendati on and
di sm ssed the action. However, liberally construed, we believe
that Davidson's clains of false arrest and fal se i nprisonnent give
the court jurisdiction pursuant to 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 (2000).

Accordingly, we vacate the district court’s order dismssing the



action for lack of jurisdiction and remand the case for further
proceedi ngs consistent with this opinion.

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

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

VACATED AND REMANDED




