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PER CURIAM:

Larry McDougald appeals the district court’s order granting Quad/Graphics
Marketing, LLC, d/b/a/Quad Graphics; Quad/Graphics, Inc., d/b/a/ Quad Graphics; QG
Printing 11, LLC, d/b/a Quad Graphics, f/k/a QQ Printing Il, Inc. (referred to collectively
herein as Quad/Graphics), summary judgment on McDougald’s race discrimination and
retaliation claims, brought pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42
U.S.C.A. 882000e to 2000e-17 (West 2012 & Supp. 2018), and 42 U.S.C. §1981
(2012). McDougald asserts that the district court erred in granting Quad/Graphics
summary judgment because he established prima facie cases for his race discrimination
and retaliation claims, and because he presented enough evidence to present his case to a
jury. We discern no reversible error and affirm.

We have reviewed the record and have considered the parties’ arguments and
agree that McDougald failed to demonstrate that similarly situated non-African American
employees were treated more favorably under similar circumstances. Thus, McDougald
failed to establish a prima facie case of race discrimination. See Coleman v. Md. Ct. of
App., 626 F.3d 187, 190 (4th Cir. 2010). We also agree that McDougald’s evidence
failed to establish the causation prong of his prima facie case of retaliation. See, e.g.,
Francis v. Booz, Allen & Hamilton, Inc., 452 F.3d 299, 309 (4th Cir. 2006) (“The actions
that led to Francis’ probation and termination began before her protected activity, belying
the conclusion that a reasonable factfinder might find that [the employer’s] activity was

motivated by Francis’ . .. complaints.”).



Based on the foregoing, we affirm the district court’s order. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



