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PER CURI AM

M chael U. obeya appeals a district court judgnent
granting summary judgnent to the British School of WAshington
(“School ") and di sm ssing his conplaint raising allegations under
42 U.S.C. 8§ 1981 (2000) and charging the School wth tortious
interference with contract and unjust enrichnment.” Fi ndi ng no
error, we affirm

W review a grant of sunmary judgnent de novo.

Higgins v. E.I. DuPont de Nempurs & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th

Cr. 1988). Summary judgnent is appropriate only if there are no
genui ne i ssues of material fact and the noving party is entitled to
judgnment as a matter of |aw Fed. R Civ. P. 56(c); Celotex

Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U S. 317, 324-25 (1986). Al factual

evidence, and all justifiable inferences drawn therefrom nust be
viewed in the light nost favorable to the non-noving party.

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, 1Inc., 477 US. 242, 255 (1986).

However, the non-noving party nmay not rely upon nere allegations.
Rat her, supported by affidavits or other verified evidence, his
response nust set forth specific facts showng that there is a
genuine issue for trial. See Fed. R Civ. P. 56(e); Celotex

Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U S. 317, 323 (1986); Cray Communi cations,

"Obeya does not challenge the district court’s early di sm ssal
of the unjust enrichment claim

-2 .



Inc. v. Novatel Conputer Sys., Inc., 33 F.3d 390, 393-94 (4th G

1994) .
We affirmthe judgnment on the reasoning of the district

court. See Cbeya v. British Sch. of Wash., No. CA-01-3158-MIG (D.

Md. Jan. 7, 2004). We dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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