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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Keith Harris appeals an order of the district court granting sum-

mary judgment in favor of his employer, Baltimore County, Maryland
(Baltimore County) on Harris claims of racial discrimination and
retaliation.1 See 42 U.S.C.A. 8§88 2000e-2, 2000e-3 (West 1994). Find-
ing no error, we affirm.

The facts, viewed in the light most favorable to Harris, are as fol-
lows. Harrisis an African-American police officer with the Baltimore
County Police Department (the Department). Beginning in 1992, Har-
ris experienced what he perceived to be several acts of race discrimi-
nation. When his superiors failed to satisfactorily resolve the
problems, Harris and another African-American officer filed an inter-
nal complaint in March 1993, which launched a departmental investi-
gation. Harris continued to experience adverse events that he believed

1 Although Harris brought several claimsin the district court, he pur-
sues only theracially hostile environment and retaliation claimsin this

appeal.



were racially motivated. He filed additional complaints with the
Department, and in March 1994, Harris filed an EEOC complaint.
The departmental investigation was completed in December 1994 and
concluded that the officers' allegations were unfounded. In April
1996, Harris was notified that he was being transferred to another
division within the Department. Shortly thereafter, Harris filed this
action, alleging, inter alia, that he had been subjected to aracialy
hostile work environment and that he had been transferred in retalia-
tion for his complaints about race discrimination.

The district court granted summary judgment to Baltimore County.
See Settle v. Baltimore County, 34 F. Supp. 2d 969 (D. Md. 1999).2
With respect to the hostile environment claim, the court reasoned that
Harrisfailed to proffer sufficient evidence that the incidents he cited
to support the claim were racially motivated or were"sufficiently
severe or pervasive to ater the conditions of employment and create
an abusive atmosphere."3 Causey v. Balog, 162 F.3d 795, 801 (4th
Cir. 1998). With respect to the retaliation claim, the court reasoned
that Harris failed to establish his primafacie case because he had not
been subjected to an adverse employment action. See Beall v. Abbott
Lab., 130 F.3d 614, 619 (4th Cir. 1997).

After reviewing the parties’ briefs and the applicable law, and hav-
ing had the benefit of oral argument, we conclude that the district
court correctly granted summary judgment in favor of Baltimore
County. Accordingly, we affirm.

AFFIRMED

2 Harris case was consolidated by the district court with asimilar suit
that had been brought by another police officer employed by Baltimore
County, Calvin Settle.

3 On appedl, Harris references incidents in support of his hostile envi-
ronment claim that he had argued to the district court supported a dispa-
rate trestment claim.
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