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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s fromthe district court's order grantingthe
enpl oyer's notion for summary judgnent in this Arericans with D s-
abilities Act (ADA) claimunder 42 U . S.C. A 88 12101-12117 (West
1995). After a hearing, the district court granted Appellee's

notion for summary judgnent. Jones v. Sprint International, No. CA-

95-1017-A (E.D. Va. Jan. 5, 1996).

Not wi t hst andi ng hi s enpl oyer' s reasonabl e accommpdati ons, the
record reveal s that Appellant failed to performhis job as legiti-
mat el y expected due to his excessive absenteeism The record is
uncontroverted that Appellant's attendance was a necessary com
ponent of his job and that although Appellant was given severa
opportunities to renmedy his unacceptabl e attendance, he failed to
do so. Accordingly, we affirmthe district court's grant of sumrary
judgnment to the Appel |l ee enpl oyer finding that Appellant failed to

establish a prima facie case of discrimnation. See Ennis v.

Nati onal Ass'n of Business & Educ. Radio, Inc., 53 F.3d 55, 57-58

(4th Cir. 1995) (hol ding that the McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. G een,

411 U. S. 792 (1973), schene used in Title VII cases applies to ADA
clains; to establish aprima facie case of discrimnation, a plain-
tiff nmust show at the tinme of discharge he was performng his job
at a level that nmet his enployer's legitimte expectations).

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the
court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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