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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Kenneth Ramdat filed suit against the Educational Commission for
Foreign Medical Graduates (ECFMG); the United States Medical
Licensing Examination Committee on Score Validity (USMLE Com-
mittee on Score Validity); and the National Board of Medical Exami-
nation (NBME) (collectively "Appellees") alleging breach of contract
and requesting a writ of mandamus. The district court granted sum-
mary judgment to Appellees. On appeal, Ramdat challenges the dis-
trict court’s summary judgment ruling and its grant of Appellees’
motion to preclude expert testimony. We affirm. 

We review an award of summary judgment de novo. Higgins v. E.I.
DuPont de Nemours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th Cir. 1988).
Summary judgment is appropriate only if there are no genuine issues
of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a mat-
ter of law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S.
317, 322-23 (1986). We view the evidence in the light most favorable
to the non-moving party. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S.
242, 255 (1986). 
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We have reviewed the parties’ briefs and joint appendix and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning stated by
the district court in its ruling from the bench on May 18, 2001. See
Ramdat v. Education Comm’n for Foreign Med. Graduates, No. CA-
99-3312-PJM (D. Md. filed May 18, 2001; entered May 21, 2001).
We also conclude the district court did not abuse its discretion when
it granted Appellees’ motion to exclude expert witnesses. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED
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