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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Charl es Owmusu Kwarteng (“Kwarteng”) appeals the district
court’s order summarily dism ssing his clainms for: (1) violations
of Maryland’ s national origin, gender and wage di scrim nation | aws;
(2) violations of the federal Equal Pay Act; (3) hostile workpl ace
under Title VII of the Gvil R ghts Act of 1964 (“Title VII"), 42
U.S.C. 88 2000e to 2000e-17 (2000);! (4) due process violations;
(5) equal protection violations; (6) First Amendnent viol ations;
and, (7) invasion of privacy, in addition to the district court’s
di sm ssal of certain notions. W have reviewed the record and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm

To establish a claim of a hostile work environnent,
Kwart eng nust show. (1) the harassnent was unwel cone; (2) he was
har assed because of a protected reason (here, national origin); (3)
t he harassnent was sufficiently pervasive to alter his terns and
conditions of enmploynent and created an abusive working
environment; and (4) sone basis exists for inposing liability on

t he enployer. Causey v. Balog, 162 F.3d 795, 801 (4th Cr. 1998)

(regarding racial harassnent); Hartsell v. Duplex Prods., Inc., 123

F.3d 766, 772 (4th Cr. 1997) (regarding sexual harassnent). In

order to find the third elenment, the court nust consider the

1'n his informal brief, Kwarteng asserts that the district
court failed to discuss his Title VII clains based on nationa
origin and retaliation. In its Novenber 16, 2003 nenorandum the
district court rejected these clains as tine-barred pursuant to 42
U S.C. 8 2000e-5(e) (2000).
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“frequency of the discrimnatory conduct; its severity; whether it
is physically threatening or humliating, or a nere offensive
utterance; and whether it wunreasonably interferes wth an

enpl oyee’s work performance.” Harris v. Forklift Sys., Inc., 510

US 17, 23 (1993). W find that Knarteng fails to provide factual
evidence in support of this claim We |ikew se conclude that
Kwarteng failed to adequately support his allegations of
constitutional deprivations, or his clains based on state |law. ?
Kwarteng al so challenges the district court’s grant of
qualified imunity to the individual Defendants. Under the
doctrine of qualified imunity, “governnent officials performng
di scretionary functions generally are shielded fromliability for
civil damages insofar as their conduct does not violate clearly
established statutory or constitutional rights of which a

reasonabl e person would have known.” Harlow v. Fitzgerald, 457

U S. 800, 818 (1982) (citations omtted). Al t hough Kwarteng
asserts that the district court erred when it “assunmed” that
Def endants’ disciplinary activities were discretionary functions,
we do not agree that the district court msapplied the qualified

i mmunity doctrine.

2The district court also properly deternined that Kwarteng' s
state and federal clainms of unequal pay were tinme-barred. See M.
Ann. Code art. 49B, 8 9A(a) (1957) (stating that “[a] conpl aint
nmust be filed within six nonths fromthe date of occurrence all eged
to be a violation of this article”); 29 U S . C. 8§ 255(a) (2000)
(stating that an action nust be brought within two years of the
al | eged viol ation).



Finally, Kwarteng challenges the district «court’s
di smi ssal of his notion for sanctions agai nst the Defendants. Rule
11(d) of the Federal Rules of G vil Procedure expressly states that
sanctions do not apply “to disclosures and discovery requests
responses, objections, and notions that are subject to the
provi sions of Rules 26 through 37.” Mreover, Kwarteng has nade no
showi ng that Defendants’ affidavits contain statenents, clains, or
defenses that are frivolous or were presented for any inproper
purpose. See Fed. R Cv. P. 11(b)(1)&(2). Thus, we find that the
district court properly dismssed Knarteng’s notion.?3

Accordingly, we affirm W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

3kKwart eng al so challenges the district court’s denial of his
sur-reply. Such allegation is unclear, as the district court
granted Kwarteng’s notion to file a sur-reply on June 22, 2004, and
deni ed Defendants’ notion to strike Kwarteng's sur-reply in its
Novenber 16, 2004 nmenorandum Mor eover, Kwarteng has failed to
provi de any factual support for his allegations that the district
court failed to consider all of the evidence.
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