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Per Curiam After a thorough review of the record

and of the parties’ subm ssions, we affirm W see no error
in the Iower court’s refusal to consider the prior versions
of the conplaint (a decision essentially denying the notions
to anend), given the daunting task the court and the parties

faced in reviewi ng the vol um nous subm ssi ons, Acosta-Mestre

v. Hilton Int’'l of Puerto Rico, Inc., 156 F.3d 49, 52 (1st

Cir. 1998); and the court did not err in refusing to allow

oral argunment on the notion to dism ss. Donegan v. Fair,

859 F.2d 1059, 1065 (1st Cir. 1988). W disagree that the
court m sapplied the requirenents of Fed. R Civ. P. 8 or
that it inposed a “heightened pleading standard.”

Appellant Wlliam L. Burrell Jr. (“Burrell”) has
forfeited any substantive argunents in support of his clains
because he failed to address them in his appellate

subm ssi ons. United States v. Fernandez, 145 F.3d 59, 63

(1st Cir. 1998) (issues not fully addressed in appellate
subm ssions are deened forfeited). Still, the court has
reviewed Burrell’s substantive clains and, after review ng

the entire record in this matter, we agree that his federal



claim were subject to dismssal. Hi s due process claim
fails because he failed to allege facts sufficient to show

a property interest in his job. Krennerich v. Inhabitants

of Town of Bristol, 943 F. Supp. 1345, 1352 (D. Me. 1996)

(citations omtted) (in Miine, a public enployee has no
property interest sufficient to invoke the Fourteenth
Amendnment’s due process guarantees unless the applicable
statute or enpl oynment contract provides that enploynment nay
be term nated only on a showing of ‘cause.’). Even if
Burrell’s contract of enploynent had provided hima property
interest in his job, Burrell received all the due process

required by the Constitution. Fi gueroa- Serrano v. Ranps-

Alverio, 221 F.3d 1, 5-6 (1st Cir. 2000) (Due Process Cl ause
requires that individuals with a property interest in their
enpl oyment receive notice and a nmeani ngful opportunity to
respond prior to termnation). There is no authority for
Burrell’s suggestion that any post-term nation revi ew should
i nclude the right to cross-exan ne witnesses or the right to
a hearing within a certain amount of time. Finally, even if
Burrell had been deni ed due process prior to the decisionto
termnate him Burrell failed to pursue state renedi es that

were available to him Herwins v. City of Revere, 163 F.3d

15, 20 (1st Cir. 1998) (where state provides post-term nation



remedy, one who fails to take advantage of that renedy is

barred from pursuing a federal due process claim.
Burrell’s first amendnent claimfails because the

Constitution does not protect the speech of public enpl oyees

regarding internal office matters. Connick v. Mers, 461

U.S. 138, 147 (1983). Though Burrell contends his

termnation was due to conplaints about alleged racial

di scrim nation -- speech which inherently addresses a matter
of public concern, id. at 148 n. 8 -- we have reviewed in
detail Burrell’s factual allegations, and we see no
al | egati on t hat he conpl ai ned regar di ng raci al

discrimnation prior to his term nation. The remni nder of
his federal clains are without nmerit, for the reasons stated
I n the magi strate judge’s Report and Recommendati on; and the
court did not err in refusing to exercise supplenental

jurisdiction over the state |aw clains. Pej epscot | ndus.

Park, Inc. v. Maine Crl. R R Co., 215 F.3d 195, 200 (1st

Cir. 2000).

“Per haps t he gover nnment enpl oyer’s di sm ssal of the
worker may not be fair, but ordinary dismssals from
government service which violate no fixed tenure or
applicable statute or regul ati on are not subject to judicial
review even if the reasons for the dism ssal are alleged to

be m staken or unreasonable.” Connick, 461 U.S. at 146.
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Affirmed. 1t Cir. Loc. R 27(c).



