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PER CURI AM

CGeorge F. Leeper appeals the district court’s order accepting
the recomendation of the nmagistrate judge to grant summary
judgnment in the enployer’s favor on Leeper’s claim that he was
subjected to aracially hostile work environnent. W have revi ewed
the parties’ briefs and the joint appendix and find no reversible
error. W agree with the district court that Leeper failed to
forecast evidence sufficient to inpute liability to the enployer.

See Spriggs v. Dianond Auto dass, 242 F.3d 179, 183-84 (4th Grr.

2001) (discussing prima facie case); Mkels v. Gty of Durham 183

F.3d 323, 331-32 (4th Gr. 1999) (providing that “enployers are
liable only for their own negligence in failing, after actual or
constructive know edge, to take pronpt and adequate action to stop
[ harassnment by fell ow enpl oyees].”). Accordingly, we affirmon the

reasoning of the district court. See Leeper v. Duke Energy Corp.

No. CA-98-17-3-V (WD.N.C. filed June 18, 2002; entered June 24,
2002). We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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