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Subm tted: Septenber 25, 2001 Deci ded: Cctober 10, 2001

Bef ore TRAXLER and GREGORY, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Clarence B. Ross, Sr., Appellant Pro Se. Paul Garvey GCoet zke,
COUNCI L, BARADEL, KOSMERL & NOLAN, P.A., Annapolis, Maryland;
Eli ssa Doe Levan, MLES & STOCKBRI DGE, Col unbia, Maryland, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Clarence B. Ross, Sr., appeals the district court’s order
granting summary judgnent in favor of his former enployer in this
action alleging violations of Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of
1964, as anended, and the Age D scrimnation in Enpl oynent Act. We
have reviewed the record, Ross’ informal appellate brief, the
district court’s order, the transcript of the hearing on the notion
for summary judgnment, and find no reversible error. Because Ross
failed to challenge on appeal the district court’s reasoning
relating to the denial of a pronotion, he has not preserved this
i ssue for our review 4th Cr. R 34(b). Wth regard to his
clains relating to his discharge, we agree with the district court
that Ross failed to show that the reason for his discharge was
pretextual. W also decline to consider the clains Ross raises for

the first tine on appeal. See First Va. Banks, Inc. v. BP Explora-

tion & Ol Inc., 206 F.3d 404, 407 n.1 (4th Gr. 2000) (declining

to consider issues raised for first tinme on appeal). Accordingly,

we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Ross v. City of

Annapolis, No. CA-99-268-CCB (D. Md. filed Feb. 22, 2001; entered
Feb. 23, 2001). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not aid t he deci si onal process.
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