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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 01-2483

THELMA PATRICI A SM TH,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
Ver sus
CARROLL COUNTY EDUCATI ON ASSQOCI ATI ON,
| NCORPORATED,; MARYLAND STATE TEACHER S
ASSQOCI ATI ON,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. J. Frederick Mdtz, District Judge. (CA-
01-1425-JFM

Subm tted: April 30, 2002 Deci ded: June 10, 2002

Before WLKINS and LUTTIG Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Thelma Patricia Smth, Appellant Pro Se. Janes Robert Whattam
MARYLAND STATE TEACHER S ASSOCI ATI ON, Annapolis, Maryland, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

Thelma Patricia Smth appeals the district court’s order
di smssing her enploynent discrimnation conplaint. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no
reversible error. Although a | abor organization may be subject to
suit under Title VIl of the Gvil R ghts Act, 42 U S.C A 88 2000e
to 2000e-17 (West 1994 & Supp. 2001), Smith has not stated a viable
cl ai m agai nst the Defendants. The record provides no basis from
whi ch we can concl ude that the Def endants knew Smth’s enpl oyer was
di scrimnating against her and failed to take acti on based on such

know edge. See generally Goodman v. Lukens Steel Co., 482 U. S. 656,

665-69 (1987). Rather, Smith' s clains assert unfair treatnent by
her fornmer enployer, the Board of Education of Carroll County,
which is not a party to this action. Her conclusory all egation that
t he Def endants breached their duty of fair representation fails to
state a claimupon which relief my be granted. Accordingly, we

affirmthe district court’s judgnent. Smth v. Carroll County Educ.

Ass’n, Inc., No. CA-01-1425-JFM(D. Md. Nov. 8, 2001). W dispense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the naterials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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