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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).

OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Raman Kalyanaraman, an East Indian, filed suit against his
employer, Bayer Corporation ("Employer"), alleging that Employer
violated his rights under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act by (1) dis-
criminating against him based on his race/national origin in its deci-
sions to promote, and (2) retaliating against him for filing a
discrimination claim. The court entered summary judgment against
Kalyanaraman and dismissed the action. Kalyanaraman now appeals
that order. We affirm.

On appeal, Kalyanaraman maintains that the district court erred in
finding that Kalyanaraman did not establish that Employer’s non-
discriminatory reasons for not promoting him were a pretext for dis-
crimination based on his race/national origin. As to his retaliation
claim, he further challenges the district court’s finding that he did not
establish a causal connection between his filing of a discrimination
complaint and adverse employment action.

We review a grant of summary judgment de novo. Higgins v. E.I.
DuPont de Nemours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th Cir. 1988).
Summary judgment is appropriate only if there are no material facts
in dispute and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 322 (1986). We must
view the evidence in the light most favorable to the non-moving
party. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 255 (1986).

In light of this standard, we have carefully reviewed the formal
briefs and materials submitted by the parties, and find that the district
court’s opinion was well-reasoned. Finding no reversible error, we
affirm the district court order on the reasoning of the district court.
(J.A. at 856-70). We dispense with oral argument because the facts
and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



