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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

JuliaM. Barr appeals the district court judgment granting summary
judgment to Anthony P. Barrill, Sheriff of Monongalia County, West
Virginiaand the County Commission of Monongalia County. On
appeal, Barr claims that she was discharged from her position as a
secretary with the Sheriff's Department for patronage reasons. She
further claims that the district court erred in accepting the Chief Dep-
uty's affidavit claiming that the secretarial position, as restructured
under the new administration, was privy to policy-making and confi-
dential information. Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

We review adistrict court's decision to grant summary judgment

de novo. See Higginsv. E.I. DuPont de Nemours & Co., 863 F.2d
1162, 1167 (4th Cir. 1988). Summary judgment is appropriate only
"if the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admis-
sions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that thereis no
genuine issue asto any material fact." See Fed. R. Civ. P. 56; Celotex
Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 322 (1986).

We assume that Barr demonstrated that she was terminated from

her secretarial position because of her support for Barrill's opponent
in the Democratic primary. Nonetheless, Barr failed to refute the
Appellees evidence that the secretarial position, as restructured,
related to political interests and was privy to confidential information.
See Jenkinsv. Medford, 119 F.3d 1156, 1162 (4th Cir. 1997) (en
banc).

Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district court. See
Barr v. Barrill, No. CA-98-107-1 (N.D.W. Va May 20, 1999). We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conclusions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



