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PER CURI AM

Carlton L. Mses appeals the district court’s order
granting summary judgnent to his enployer, Yokohama Tire
Corporation, in this discrimnation and retaliation action filed
pursuant to the Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (“ADEA’), 29
U.S.C. § 621 (2000). W affirm

This court reviews a district court’s grant of summary

j udgnment de novo. Hi ggins v. E. 1. Dupont de Nempurs & Co., 863

F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th Cr. 1988). Summary judgnent is properly
granted when there are no genui ne i ssues of material fact and when
the record taken as a whole could not lead a rational trier of fact

to find for the non-noving party. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc.,

477 U.S. 242, 251-52 (1986). In determ ning whether summary
judgnment is appropriate, the facts are viewed in the |ight nost

favorable to the non-noving party. ld. at 255; Smth v. Va.

Commonweal th Univ., 84 F.3d 672, 675 (4th Cr. 1996).

We have reviewed the parties’ briefs, the joint appendi X,
and the district court’s opinion, and find no reversible error
Accordingly, we affirm the judgnent of the district court. See

Moses v. Yokohama Tire Corp., No. CA-01-135 (WD. Va. filed Dec. 9,

2003; entered Dec. 10, 2003). We dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process.
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