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PER CURI AM

Steve R Houston appeals the district court's order granting
Mont gonery College’s notion for costs associated with defending
agai nst Houston’s enpl oynent discrimnation action. W have re-
viewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no

abuse of discretion. See Cherry v. Chanmpion Int’'l Corp., 186 F.3d

442, 446 (4th Cr. 1999) (stating standard of review). Accord-
ingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district court.” See

Houston v. Montgonery Coll ege, No. CA-99-2058-AW (D. Ml. Feb. 17,

2000). We dispense wth oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

Houston also challenges in his informal brief the order
granting summary judgnent to Montgonmery Coll ege. Although an in-
formal brief may be construed as a notice of appeal, see Smth v.
Barry, 502 U. S. 244, 248 (1992), the brief was fil ed beyond the 30-
day appeal period and, therefore, is untinely. See Fed. R App. P.

4(a)(1).




