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PER CURI AM

Waynard Wb rsham appeals from the district court’s order
adopting the report and recommendati on of the nagi strate judge and
granting summary judgnent in favor of the defendants in the
enpl oynment di scrimnation action. See 29 U . S.C A 88 621-634 (West
2001); 42 U S.C. A 88 2000e to 2000e-17 (West 1994 & Supp. 2001).
W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
adopting the recommendati on of the magistrate judge and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the

district court. Wrshamv. Brown, No. CA-00-768 (E.D. Va. May 3,

2001). We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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