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PER CURI AM

Gay Mercer Hayslett, an African-Anerican female, filed
suit agai nst her enployer, the Arlington County Police Departnent
(“Enpl oyer”), alleging that Enployer violated her rights under
Title VII of the Civil R ghts Act of 1964 and 42 U S C. § 1981
(2000), by (1) discrimnating agai nst her based on her race inits
decisions to pronote and train, and (2) retaliating agai nst her for
filing discrimnation claims. The court entered summary judgnment
agai nst Hayslett and dism ssed the action. Hayslett now appeal s
that order. We affirm

W review a grant of summary judgnent de novo.

Higgins v. E.I. DuPont de Nempburs & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th

Cr. 1988). Sunmary judgnment is appropriate only if there are no
material facts in dispute and the noving party is entitled to

judgnent as a nmatter of law. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U S

317, 322 (1986). W nust view the evidence in the |ight nost

favorable to the non-noving party. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby,

Inc., 477 U. S. 242, 255 (1986).

Inlight of this standard, we have carefully reviewed the
formal briefs and materials submtted by the parties and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s
order granting Enpl oyer’s notion for summary judgnent. W di spense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are



adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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