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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Camilla R. Greene appeals an order of the district court granting
summary judgment to her former employer, Eastman Kodak Com-
pany, and her former supervisors, Maggie Mueller-Tyler and Larry
Carter (collectively, "Kodak"), on Greene's claims of racial harass-
ment and discrimination. See 42 U.S.C.A.§ 2000e-2(a) (West 1994).
Finding no error, we affirm.

I.

Greene was employed by Kodak as a sales representative from
September 1991 until March 1995. She initially was assigned a sales
territory in Rosslyn, Virginia and given a sales goal for each year.
Greene achieved 122 percent of this goal during 1992. The following
year, however, Greene's performance began to deteriorate; she
achieved only 48 percent of her sales goal even after it was prorated
to account for an indefinite leave of absence that Greene took begin-
ning in September.

Greene returned to work in February 1994, but could not immedi-
ately return to sales activities because no sales territory was available.
In January, while Greene was still on leave of absence, Mueller-Tyler
had reassigned Greene's former sales territory to a white female.
Mueller-Tyler based her decision to reassign the territory on the fact
that she did not know when Greene planned to return from her indefi-
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nite leave of absence and leaving the territory unattended created the
danger that its customer base would erode. Greene was assigned cleri-
cal duties and provided further training in sales techniques pending
the availability of a new sales territory.

On April 1, Greene was assigned a sales territory consisting of hos-
pitals, health maintenance organizations (HMOs), and schools in the
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area. The territory previously had
consisted only of hospitals and HMOs and had been assigned succes-
sively to a white male and a black female. Kodak added schools to
the territory in order to expand its customer base. Greene, however,
made no sales in this new territory.

In September, Greene filed a charge with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC), complaining that Kodak had dis-
criminated against her on the basis of her race when it assigned her
to the hospital/HMO/school territory. The EEOC issued a right-to-sue
letter in July 1995, and Greene subsequently filed this lawsuit claim-
ing, inter alia, racial harassment and discrimination. Specifically,
Greene alleged that Kodak discriminated against her on the basis of
race by assigning her to the new territory. Further, Greene claimed
that certain comments by Mueller-Tyler and Carter created a hostile
work environment.

After discovery, the district court granted summary judgment to
Kodak. The court concluded that Greene's harassment claim was
barred because she failed to raise it before the EEOC. See Evans v.
Technologies Applications & Serv. Co., 80 F.3d 954, 963 (4th Cir.
1996) ("Only those discrimination claims stated in the initial charge,
those reasonably related to the original complaint, and those devel-
oped by reasonable investigation of the original complaint may be
maintained in a subsequent Title VII lawsuit."). Alternatively, the
court held that the statements alleged by Greene to have created a
hostile working environment were not, as a matter of law, "suffi-
ciently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of [the victim's]
employment and create an abusive working environment." Meritor
Sav. Bank, FSB v. Vinson, 477 U.S. 57, 67 (1986) (internal quotation
marks omitted; alteration in original). With respect to Greene's dis-
crimination claim, the district court determined that Greene could not
establish a prima facie case of discrimination because the territory
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about which she complained had been assigned to white employees
both before and after it was assigned to Greene. See Evans, 80 F.3d
at 959-60 (setting forth elements of prima facie case).

II.

Having had the benefit of oral argument and the parties' briefs, and
after careful consideration of the record and the applicable law, we
conclude that the district court correctly granted summary judgment
to Kodak. Accordingly, we affirm.

AFFIRMED
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