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PER CURI AM *

Ri chard Roberts, plaintiff-appellant, appeals the decision of
the district court granting a portion of defendant-appellee
Departnent of Transportation’s (DOT) notion for summary judgnent.
Robert was di scharged by DOT because he was consi dered absent from

wor k wi t hout authorization (AWOL) for approxinmately 6 nonths. He

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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appeal ed his renoval to the Merit Systens Protection Board (MSPB)
which affirmed the renoval action. Roberts then appeal ed the
MSPB' s decision to the district court alleging that he was
discharged in retaliation for filing EECC charges in violation of
Title VII of the Gvil R ghts Act of 1964, 42 U S. C. § 2000e et
seq., and in retaliation for filing a workers’ conpensation claim
under the Federal Enployees Conpensation Act (FECA), 5 U S C 8§
8101 et seq..

The district court granted DO’ s notion for summary judgnent
in part, as the court concluded that Roberts was AWOL and was not
di scharged in retaliation for filing EEOC charges or a FECA cl aim
The district court also denied part of DOT’s notion for summary
judgnent. The court dism ssed two of Roberts’s EEOC charges for
| ack of jurisdiction because there was no final agency decision on
t hese charges, rejecting DOI"s argunent Roberts consolidated all of
hi s EEOC char ges by anendi ng his conplaint to include a copy of the
admnistrative judge's rulings in his favor on two EEQOC charges.

We have reviewed the record and the parties’ briefs and find
no reversible error. W AFFIRMfor essentially the reasons stated

by the district court in its nmenorandum and order.



