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PER CURI AM

Charles MIlican appeal s the district court's decision grant-
ing summary judgnent for Hickory Springs Mnufacturing Conpany
(Hickory) inMllican's retaliation action, 42 U S.C. § 2000e-3(a)
(1994). Hickory clained MIllican's failure to tinely file a claim
wi th the Equal Enpl oyment Qpportunity Comm ssion (EEOCC) barred his
action, and the district court agreed. Finding no error, we affirm

To maintain a Title VII retaliation action, a claimnt nust
establish that he filed a claimwth the EECC within 180 days of
the alleged discrimnatory act. 42 U S.C. §8 2000e-5(e)(1). Here,
MIlican filed an EECC conpl ai nt on Decenber 20, 1994, in which he
attested that the | ast act of retaliation occurred on May 1, 1994.
Because nore than 180 days el apsed between the final act of
retaliation and the filing of the EEOCC conplaint, MIIlican may not
maintain this action.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court's decision. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contenti ons
are adequately presented in the material before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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