UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 94-60383
Summary Cal endar

JONATHAN M PARKER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

UNI VERSI TY OF M SSI SSI PPI, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Northern District of M ssissippi

(3:92- C\V- 93)

(April 3, 1995)

Bef ore KING HI G3 NBOTHAM and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *
Jonathan M  Parker, ro se, sued the University of
M ssissippi, and three of its security officers, for various

federal and state |l aw clains arising out of his enploynent with the

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



University. After extensive discovery, the defendants noved for
di sm ssal or, alternatively, summary judgnent as to all of Parker's
clains. The district court found no basis upon which relief could
be granted regarding Parker's federal <clains and therefore
di sm ssed them The court then declined pendent jurisdiction over
Parker's state law clains and dism ssed those clainms as well
Par ker appealed the court's dism ssal of his federal clains. W
now affirm
l.
W review a sunmary judgnent de novo, applying the sane

standard as the district court. Canpbell v. Sonat O fshore

Drilling, Inc., 979 F.2d 1115, 1118-19 (5th Cr. 1992). e

therefore viewthe facts of this case in a light nost favorable to

Par ker. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S 242, 255 (1986)

(hol ding that on a summary judgnment review, "[t]he evidence of the
non-novant is to be believed, and all justifiable inferences areto
be drawn in his favor"). Parker on appeal alleges nunerous cl ains,
all of which stemfromdifferent facts.
A

From May 1990 until his resignation in August 1991, Parker
served as a security officer for the University Police Departnent
("UPD"). In March 1991, while Parker was on duty, a vandal
scribbled the word "N gger" on the wall of the student wunion
building. Ronald King, an investigator for the UPD, interviewed
and fingerprinted Parker and several other enpl oyees with access to

t he vandalized area. Because he recognized a simlarity between



Parker's handwiting and the graffiti on the wall, King al so asked
Parker to wite the word "N gger" several tinmes on a witing
tabl et. Parker clained that King' s conduct constituted a Title VII
vi ol ati on.

B

In early 1991, Donal d Wod, a sergeant for the UPD, served as
Parker's imedi ate supervisor. Wod discussed with Parker about
Parker's interest inwiting and | earned t hat Parker had previously
received an award for a collection of poens. Wod encour aged
Parker to take classes in creative witing. Shortly thereafter,
Wod read a short story witten by Parker entitled "Canpus
Security." Wod apparently objected to the story because he
regarded it as a thinly veiled attack on the UPD. According to
Par ker, Wod informed Parker that, if he intended to publish his
story, Parker would have to obtain the prior approval of the Chief
of the UPD, Mchael Stewart, and that if Parker failed to do so,
Stewart would fire him The UPD, Parker concedes, took no
additional steps to thwart his literary pursuits. Par ker
nonet hel ess cl ains that Wod's conduct constitutes a violation of
his free speech rights.

C.

Just prior to his resignationin early August 1991, Parker was
assigned to sorority house detail. On the evening of August 1,
Par ker reported to the UPD di spatcher that the sorority house was
on fire, and the dispatcher summoned the city firefighters, who

qui ckly extinguished the fire. Later that night, King requested



Parker to file a witten report of the incident. The follow ng
day, King and Stewart questioned Parker for approxinmately 90 to 120
m nutes about the incident, specifically accusing Parker at one
point of setting the fire. Par ker resigned shortly thereafter.
Par ker argues that his superiors' conduct anmounted to (1) an
unl awful constructive discharge, (2) a violation of his right
agai nst unreasonabl e searches and sei zures, and (3) a violation of
his right against self-incrimnation.
D

After resigning, Parker submtted a seven-page letter of
conplaint to University Chancellor Gerald Turner and Vice
Chancel | or Gordon Beasl ey. Beasl ey, whom Turner charged wth
investigating the matter, interviewed both Parker and Stewart and
reviewed the current investigative procedures enployed by the UPD
Beasl ey reported to Turner that he found nothing inproper in the
UPD s procedure or the tactics the UPD enpl oyed in Parker's case.
Turner then informed Parker in Septenber 1991 that, because it was
not charging Parker, the University considered the matter cl osed
and advised Parker that he could seek re-enploynent with the
Uni versity.

Unsatisfied, Parker filed a conplaint wth the Equa
Enmpl oynent Qpportunity Comm ssion ("EECC') in Novenber 1991. The
EECC in April 1992 dism ssed his conplaint and i ssued hima right-
to-sue letter. Parker then filed this suit in July 1992. The
def endants noved for dism ssal or, alternatively, summary judgnent

inJuly 1993. The district court granted the defendants' notion in



May 1994. Parker now appeal s.
.

Par ker argues on appeal that the district court failed to give
adequate attention to the evidence when it issued its ruling. W
are satisfied, however, that the district court thoroughly and
neticul ously reviewed the evidence.! In addition, we have read the
briefs and the record on appeal and are convinced that the district
court's 32-page nenorandum opinion, which contains a detailed
exam nation of the evidence and an anal ysis of the applicable | aw,
is well-reasoned and reaches the proper result. The judgnent of

the district court therefore i s AFFl RVED

1At the tinme of the court's ruling in May 1994, the parties
had conducted discovery for at |east eight nonths. The record
i ncl uded twel ve depositions, 32 interrogatories, 147 requests for
adm ssi ons, seven affidavits and extensive docunent production.
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