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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Thomas Aaron appeals the district court's grant of summary judg-
ment in favor of hisformer employer, EMC Corp. Aaron had sued
EMC, claiming that EMC's refusal to allow him to exercise certain
stock options, offered as an incentive to its employees, was a breach
of contract.

We review a grant of summary judgment de novo .1 A district court
should grant summary judgment only when there are no genuine
issues of materia fact in dispute, and the movant is entitled to judg-
ment as a matter of law.2

When Aaron was hired in 1991, he was granted incentive stock
options of 5,000 shares of EMC stock. Those options gave Aaron the
right to purchase 1,000 shares per year, once ayear, for five succes-
sive years, starting in January 1992. In June 1993, EMC decided to
terminate Aaron. It asked him to remain with the company until his
replacement could be hired and trained. Aaron stayed with the com-
pany until October 29, 1993. Aaron claimed the right to exercise the
1,000 options that vested in January 1994. He argues on appeal, as he
did below, that language in EMC's Stock Option Plan permitted him
to exercise his incentive stock options for up to three months follow-
ing his termination.

The document granting Aaron incentive stock options stated that

they were subject to the provisions of EMC's 1985 Stock Option Plan
(the Plan). The Plan included the following provision regarding an
employee's termination:

1 Mitchell v. Rice, 954 F.2d 187, 190 (4th Cir. 1992).

2 Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc. , 477 U.S. 242, 247 (1986).
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Termination of Employment. If the employment of a Par-
ticipant terminates for any reason other than his death, all
options held by the Participant shall thereupon expire on
the date of the termination unless the option by its terms, or
the Committee by resolution, shall alow the Participant to
exercise any or all of the options held by him after termina-
tion. In the case of an Incentive Stock Option, the Incentive
Stock Option shall in any event expire at the end of three
months after such termination of employment. . . .

(emphasis added).

Aaron contended that he had an unfettered right to exercise his
incentive options within three months of his termination. However,
the district court found no ambiguity in the Plan, and that the plain
language of the agreement indicated that upon termination of employ-
ment, the option expired, unless the option itself or the Committee
extended it. Because the district court found there was no evidence in
the record suggesting that the option or the Committee extended
Aaron's option beyond the date of his termination, it granted EMC's
motion for summary judgment.

Furthermore, the Plan included a provision that vested full author-

ity in the Committee to interpret the terms and conditions of the Plan.
Evidence presented by EMC included an affidavit of Brian

O'Connell, Vice-President of Human Resources for EMC. O'Connell
stated that "EMC consistently interprets [the Termination of Employ-
ment provision of the Plan] to require the expiration of al outstanding
stock options of aterminated employee at 12:00 midnight on the date
of his or her termination of employment from EMC." Aaron failed to
present any evidence suggesting that EMC had ever interpreted the
plan differently.

Having carefully reviewed the record, briefs and the contentions of
the parties at oral argument, we find no error in the decision of the
court below. Accordingly, the judgment below is affirmed.

AFFIRMED



