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PER CURI AM

Met ro Machi ne Corporation (“Metro”) appeals the district
court’s order granting the Small Business Adm nistration’s (“SBA”")
notion for summary judgnment and denying Metro’s notion for summary
judgnment on Metro's conplaint that <challenged the SBA' s
decertification of Metro under the H storically Underutilized
Busi ness Zone program Metro has noved for expedited consideration
of this appeal and waived oral argunment. W grant Metro’s notion
to expedite and affirmthe judgnent of the district court.

W review the grant of summary judgnent de novo. See

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

Cir. 1988). Summary judgnent is proper when there are no nmateri al
facts in dispute and the noving party is entitled to judgnent as a

matter of law. See Fed. R Civ. P. 56(c); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett,

477 U. S. 317, 322 (1986). The parties agreed before the district
court and on appeal that there are no material facts in dispute.
We have consi dered the thorough opinion of the district court, the
briefs of the parties, and the record. Qur review |eaves us
convinced that the district court correctly analyzed the cross
notions for summary judgnment and concluded that the SBA's actions
were neither arbitrary, capricious, or otherwise contrary to |aw
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See

Metro Mach. Corp. v. Small Bus. Admn., 305 F. Supp.2d 614 (E. D

Va. 2004).
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