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PER CURIAM:

Maureen Hill appeals a district court order granting
judgment against her in her employment discrimination action.
Finding no error, we affirm.

l.

Hill, who 1is an African-American woman, was hired 1iIn
January 2005 by the Defense Department Joint Staff to be a
Supervisory Technical Information Specialist in 1ts Information
Management Division. Hill’s time with the Joint Staff was
contentious, and she filed and litigated four separate Equal
Employment Opportunity (“EEO”) complaints beginning 1i1n 2005,
giving rise to four EEO reports of 1investigation. She was
terminated in August 2007.

Hill appealed her termination to the Merit Systems
Protection Board (*“MSPB”). An administrative law judge (““ALJ”)
upheld the termination, and the MSPB subsequently issued a final
order affirming the ALJ’s decision. Hill then appealed the
MSPB”’s final order to the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, which affirmed the MSPB”’s decision and upheld Hill’s
termination.

Hill subsequently filed suit in Tfederal district court
challenging the MSPB’s decision as arbitrary, capricious, and
unsupported by substantial evidence and asserting a claim of a

hostile work environment based on race and gender as well as
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claims of race and gender discrimination and retaliation.
Hill’s claims concern many actions allegedly taken against her
during her employment, including, among others, unfair
evaluations; issuance of a performance improvement plan; removal
of her supervisory duties; proposed and actual suspensions;
leave restrictions; determinations that she was absent without
leave; revocation of her security clearance; and her
termination.

The government moved to dismiss, for lack of subject-matter
jurisdiction, Hill’s retaliation claim to the extent that it
concerned the revocation of her security clearance. See Fed. R.
Civ. P. 12(b)(1). The government also moved for judgment on the
pleadings on her hostile work environment claim and another
portion of her retaliation claim. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(c).
And, the government moved for summary judgment on the entire
action. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 56.

The district court ruled in the government’s favor on all
claims. The district court dismissed for lack of subject-matter
jurisdiction Hill’s retaliation claim to the extent 1t
challenged the revocation of her security clearance. The court
also granted judgment on the pleadings against Hill on her
hostile-work-environment claim. Additionally, the court granted
summary judgment against Hill on her discrimination claims and

the remaining portion of her retaliation claim. The court
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specifically ruled that Hill’s challenges to her termination
were time-barred and that Hill had fTailed to demonstrate that
she was entitled to equitable tolling. As for the other race-
and gender-based discrimination claims, the district court
concluded that Hill failed to create a genuine TfTactual issue
concerning whether there was any causal nexus between her race
or gender and any of the complained-of actions. And concerning
Hill’s retaliation claim, the district court concluded as a
matter of law that with regard to each complained-of action,
either Hill fTailed to exhaust her administrative remedies, the
actions were not materially adverse, the actions were not
causally related to the alleged protected conduct, or the
actions were supported by legitimate reasons.
.

Having reviewed the parties® submissions, the district
court’s memorandum opinion, and the applicable law, and having
considered the parties”’ oral arguments, we find no error and
conclude that the district court properly disposed of all of
Hill’s claims.

AFFIRMED



