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PER CURI AM

Ronald A. Edwards appeals the district court’s order
granting Defendants’ notions to dismss Edwards’ clains under the
Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (“ADEA’), 29 U S.C. § 621 et
seq., and the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA’), 42 U. S C
88 12101-12213 (2000). Edwards al so appeals the dism ssal of his
intentional infliction of enotional distress claim

Because the district court considered materials outside
the parties’ pleadings, we construe its action in granting
Appel | ees’ notions as granting summary judgnent. See Fed. R App.
P. 12(b). In reviewng an appeal froma district court’s grant of
sumary judgnent, this court conducts a review de novo, assessing
whet her there is a genuine question of material fact, draw ng al
factual contentions and justifiable inferences to favor the

nonnovant . See, e.q., Brinkley v. Harbour Recreation Cub, 180

F.3d 598, 606 (4th Cr. 1999).
W agree with the district court that Edwards’ ADEA

clainms are procedurally barred. See Dennis v. County of Fairfax,

55 F. 3d 151, 156 (4th Cr. 1995) (holding that clains that exceed
scope of EEOC charge are procedurally barred). W also agree that
Edwards failed to present a prima facie claim of discrimnation

under the ADA. See Haul brook v. Mchelin N. Arerica, 252 F. 3d 696,

702 (4th Cir. 2001) (stating elenents that conprise a prima facie

case of discrimnation under the ADA). Finally, we agree that



Edwards’ allegations of intentional infliction of enotional
distress failed to rise to the level of an actionable claim See

Harris v. Jones, 380 A 2d 611, 614 (M. 1977) (stating Maryl and

state | aw el enents cl ai mant nust establish to make out a claimfor
the intentional infliction of enotional distress). Because we find
Edwards’ clains either procedurally barred or without nmerit, we do
not reach the question of individual liability under the ADA or the
ADEA. Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s dism ssal of
Edwards’ clains. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts
and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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