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PER CURI AM

In these consol i dated appeals, Tyrone E. Murray, Sr., appeals
two district court orders. In Appeal No. 01-1248, Mirray appeal s
the district court’s order granting the Defendant’s notion to
dism ss Murray’s claimfor constructive discharge. This claimwas
dism ssed as untinely. |In Appeal No. 01-1249, Murray appeal s the
district court’s dism ssal of eleven clainms. The district court
dism ssed the first eight clains due to Murray’s failure to tinely
pursue adm nistrative renedies. The district court dism ssed his
remai ning three clainms based on Murray’s failure to establish an
adverse enpl oynent action. W have reviewed the record, the dis-
trict court’s nenorandum opinion, and the district court’s orders
in each case, and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm

on the reasoning of the district court. See Miurray v. Henderson,

Nos. CA-00-358-L; CA-01-159-L (D. Md. filed Feb. 7, 2001, entered
Feb. 8, 2001; filed Feb. 8, 2001, entered Feb. 9, 2001). W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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