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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Mary Pratt and Kahyriyyah Lugman appeal the district court’s
order granting summary judgment in favor of ALLTEL Carolina, Inc.
("ALLTEL") on their racial discrimination claims arising under Title
VIl of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C.A.
§§ 2000e to 2000e-17 (West 1994 & Supp. 2002). We affirm.

We review a grant 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 material facts
in dispute and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 322
(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).

We have reviewed the parties’ briefs, the joint appendix, the sup-
plemental joint appendix, and the district court’s order. We find the
district court properly concluded Pratt failed to establish that ALL-
TEL’s legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for not offering her a cus-
tomer service representative supervisor position was a pretext for
racial discrimination. See Brinkley v. Harbour Recreation Club, 180
F.3d 598, 607 (4th Cir. 1999). We also find the district court properly
determined Lugman failed to establish a prima facie case of racial dis-
crimination because she did not establish that she was qualified for a
supervisory position in ALLTEL’s Charlotte Call Center. Id. We
therefore affirm on the reasoning of the district court. See Pratt v.
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ALLTEL Carolina, Inc., CA-99-444-3-MU (W.D.N.C. Feb. 15, 2002).
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



