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PER CURIAM: 

In these consolidated appeals, Plaintiffs Shelley C. White, 

Jr., Carl Bouie, and James Spearman, Jr.,* challenge the district 

court’s order granting the City of Annapolis, Maryland (“the 

City”), summary judgment on Plaintiffs’ discrimination, 

harassment and retaliation claims, brought pursuant to Title VII 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e 

to 2000e-17 (2012).  Finding no reversible error, we affirm the 

district court’s order. 

The district court granted the City summary judgment on 

White’s and Bouie’s claims because either they failed to exhaust 

their claims, or they failed to establish all of the elements 

necessary to make out prima facie cases for their claims.  In 

Appeal No. 15-2121, White and Bouie only raise general 

challenges to the district court’s determinative holdings.  

These general challenges are insufficient to bring before this 

court the correctness of the district court’s holdings.  See, 

e.g., Eriline Co. S.A. v. Johnson, 440 F.3d 648, 653 n.7 (4th 

Cir. 2006) (holding that a single sentence in an opening brief 

asserting a district court’s alleged error “is insufficient to 

raise on appeal any merits-based challenge to the district 

                     
* A fourth Plaintiff, Floyd Carson, Jr., has not appealed 

the dismissal of his claims. 
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court’s ruling”).  White’s and Bouie’s failure to challenge the 

district court’s dispositive holdings on appeal amounts to a 

waiver of appellate review over the district court’s holdings.  

See United States v. Al-Hamdi, 356 F.3d 564, 571 n.8 (4th Cir. 

2004) (“It is a well settled rule that contentions not raised in 

the argument section of the opening brief are abandoned.”); 

Canady v. Crestar Mortg. Corp., 109 F.3d 969, 973-74 (4th Cir. 

1997) (holding that issues not briefed are waived).    

In Appeal No. 15-2124, Spearman proceeds pro se.  We thus  

afford his informal brief a liberal construction.  See Gordon v. 

Leeke, 574 F.2d 1147, 1151 (4th Cir. 1978) (holding that a pro 

se litigant’s pleadings should be construed liberally to avoid 

inequity).  Although we have considered Spearman’s arguments and 

have reviewed the district court record, we discern no 

reversible error in the district court’s decision to grant the 

City summary judgment on Spearman’s claims.    

Based on the foregoing, we affirm the district court’s 

order granting the City summary judgment on Plaintiffs’ claims.  

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before 

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 


