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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Michael S. Matthews appeals the order of the district court granting
the motion to dismiss or for summary judgment of defendant Howard
County, Maryland (County). We affirm.

Matthews first challenges the district court's judgment against him

on his Title VIl claim. Having reviewed the record, we agree with the
district court's holding that Matthews failed to assert aviable claim

of employment discrimination that would entitle him to relief. See
Alexander v. Estepp, 95 F.3d 312, 317 (4th Cir. 1996).

Asto hiscivil rights claims, the district court correctly held that the
relevant, three-year statute of limitations had expired before Mat-
thews filed his claim. See Causey v. Balog, 162 F.3d 795, 804 (4th
Cir. 1998). Section 1986, 42 U.S.C. (1994), contains its own one-year

2



limitation, which was also expired. Nor are we persuaded by any of
Matthews's arguments concerning tolling, equitable estoppel, or con-
tinuing violation.

Finally, we conclude that the district court did not abuse its discre-
tion in refusing to certify a class. See United States v. Jones, 136 F.3d
342, 349 (4th Cir. 1998). We affirm the ruling of the district court.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



