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PER CURIAM: 

Dr. Isaac Brunson appeals from the district court’s judgment entered after the court 

adopted the magistrate judge’s recommendations to grant Defendants summary judgment 

on Brunson’s discrimination and retaliation claims, brought pursuant to Title VII of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e to 2000e-17, and 42 U.S.C. § 1981, and to 

decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Brunson’s state law claims for breach of 

contract, wrongful termination, and defamation.  On appeal, we confine our review to the 

issues raised in the informal brief.  See 4th Cir. R. 34(b); see also Jackson v. Lightsey, 775 

F.3d 170, 177 (4th Cir. 2014) (“The informal brief is an important document; under Fourth 

Circuit rules, our review is limited to issues preserved in that brief.”).   

We have reviewed the record in conjunction with the issues Bruson raises on appeal 

and find no reversible error.  See, e.g., Fry v. Rand Constr. Corp., 964 F.3d 239, 248 (4th 

Cir. 2020) (reiterating that “[i]t is the perception of the decision maker which is relevant” 

in determining whether discipline is justified, “not the self-assessment of the plaintiff” 

(internal quotation marks omitted)).  See also 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3) (“[D]istrict courts 

may decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over a claim . . . if . . . the district court 

has dismissed all claims over which it has original jurisdiction.”). 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  Brunson v. Benedict Coll., 

No. 3:22-cv-03921-JDA (D.S.C. Sep. 12, 2025).  We dispense with oral argument because 
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the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this court 

and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

 
 


