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PER CURI AM

M Maureen Pol sby, MD., appeals from the district court’s
final order granting judgnment in favor of the Defendants in her
enpl oynent discrimnation action under Title VII of the Guvil
Ri ghts Act of 1964, as anended. Wth respect to Pol sby’ s clai ns of
discrimnation occurring during her enploynent at the National
Institutes of Health, our review of the record discloses no re-
versible error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the

district court. Polsby v. Chase, Nos. CA-88-2344-DKC, CA-94-3078;

CA-93-3857 (D. Md. Mar. 29, 1996).
Pol sby’ s cl ai s regardi ng post-enpl oynent acts of retaliation
were dismssed by the district court on the basis of this Court’s

decision in Robinson v. Shell GI, 70 F.3d 325 (4th Cr. 1995) (en

banc). The Suprene Court reversed this decision while Polsby’'s

appeal was pendi ng. See Robinson v. Shell G 1I, 519 U S. 337 (1997).

Nevert hel ess, any error in applying the forner standard was harm
| ess as our review of the record reveals that the evidence failed
to support her clains of post-enploynent retaliation. Accordingly,
we affirmthe dism ssal of these clains as well. W grant Pol sby’s
notion to supplenent her informal brief, deny her notion to place
her appeal in abeyance, and di spense with oral argunent because the

facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-



rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.
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