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2 LAPORTE V. POTTER

OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Robert N. LaPorte, a United States Post Office employee, appeals
the district court’s order granting summary judgment to John E. Pot-
ter, Postmaster General of the United States, in LaPorte’s employ-
ment discrimination action filed under Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C.A. 88 2000e to 2000e-17 (West
1994 & Supp. 2001).

On appeal, LaPorte argues that the district court erred in holding
statements he and his daughter made regarding his frustration with the
Post Office were insufficient to substantiate his claims of pain, suffer-
ing, and emotional distress, and in so doing, rejecting his prayer for
compensatory damages. We review the district court’s order de novo,
viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to LaPorte. Anderson
v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 255 (1986); Higgins v. E. .
DuPont de Nemours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th Cir. 1988).
LaPorte’s claim is meritless; the district court did not err in holding
that the brief and conclusory statements LaPorte offered failed to sub-
stantiate his claim for compensatory damages. Hetzel v. Prince Wil-
liam County, 89 F.3d 169, 171 (4th Cir. 1996).

Accordingly, we affirm. We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
als before the court and argument would not aid in the decisional pro-
Cess.

AFFIRMED



