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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Charles D. Whitney appeals from the district court's orders grant-

ing partial summary judgment to Appellees, entering judgment on the
jury verdict, and denying his motion for a new trial in his employment
discrimination and retaliation case. Whitney further challenges the
magistrate judge's discovery rulings and the district court's evidenti-
ary rulings. We affirm the district court's orders.

We review thetrial court's discovery and evidentiary rulings for an
abuse of discretion. See WLR Foods, Inc. v. Tysons Foods, Inc., 65
F.3d 1172, 1184 (4th Cir. 1995). We have reviewed the record and
find no abuse of discretion. This court reviews a grant of summary
judgment de novo. See United States v. Kanasco, Ltd., 123 F.3d 209,
210 (4th Cir. 1997). The moving party must demonstrate that there
exists no genuine issue of material fact. See Celotex Corp. v. Catrett,
477 U.S. 317, 322-23 (1986). The facts are considered in the light
most favorable to the non-moving party. See Anderson v. Liberty
Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 255 (1986). After reviewing the pleadings
and the transcripts of the hearing on the motion for summary judg-
ment, we find that the district court did not err in granting partial sum-
mary judgment to the Appellees on both the discrimination/
harassment and retaliation counts as to Whitney's claims regarding a
1993 performance evaluation, a 1993 EEO complaint, a 1994 transfer,
and hostile work environment. In addition, we conclude that the ver-
dict was clearly supported by the evidence presented at trial. See
Herold v. Hajoca Corp., 864 F.2d 317, 319-21 (4th Cir. 1988).
Accordingly, the court did not err in denying Whitney's motion for
anew tria. See Klein v. Sears Roebuck and Co. , 773 F.2d 1421, 1428
(4th Cir. 1985).

We therefore affirm the orders of the district court. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
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quately presented in the material s before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



