UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 99-1149

JOAN H. BRAI TSCH,
Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

EMC CORPORATI ON,

Def endant - Appel | ant,
and

THOVAS AARON;, M CHAEL GRILLI; FRANK KEANEY,

Def endant s.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Al exandria. Claude M Hilton, Chief
District Judge. (CA-94-1693-A)

Subm tted: January 11, 2000 Deci ded: March 20, 2000

Before M CHAEL and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Wit ney Adans, MlLean, Virginia, Theodore B. dson, Thomas G
Hungar, G BSON, DUNN & CRUTCHER, L.L.P., Wshington, D.C., for
Appel lant. Richard L. Swick, SWCK & SHAPI RO, P.C., Washi ngton,
D.C., for Appellee.



Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Appel l ant EMC Corporation, the prevailing party in a civil
rights action brought by Appellee Joan H Braitsch, appeals the
district court’s refusal to award attorney’s fees. This is the
second time this issue has cone before us. In EMC s previous ap-
peal, we noted an anbiguity in the record concerning the district
court’s rationale for denying fees, and we therefore remanded for

further proceedings. See Braitsch v. EMC Corp., No. 97-1467, 1997

WL 787125 (4th Cr. Dec. 24, 1997) (unpublished).
The district court has nowclarified its reasons for denying
fees. W have reviewed the court’s opinion and find no abuse of

di scretion. See DeBauche v. Trani, 191 F.3d 499, 510 (4th Gr.

1999) (noting that whether to grant or deny fees is a matter for
the district court’s discretion). Accordingly, we affirmthe dis-
trict court’s order declining to award attorney’s fees. Further-
nore, because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not aid
the decisional process, we grant Braitsch’s notion for summary
affirmance and deny EMC s request for oral argunent.
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