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PER CURIAM: 

Alessandro Gravina appeals the district court’s order granting summary judgment 

in favor of the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and 

dismissing as untimely Gravina’s complaint filed pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 (Title VII), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e to 2000e-17.  On appeal, Gravina 

fails to challenge the dispositive portion of the district court’s order regarding the 

timeliness of his complaint: namely, the court’s finding that the 90-day period in which 

Gravina was required to file his complaint began on the presumptive date that he personally 

received notice of his right to sue, regardless of when his attorney received the notice.  

Accordingly, Gravina has waived review of the dispositive portion of the district court’s 

order.  See Adbul-Mumit v. Alexandria Hyundai, LLC, 896 F.3d 278, 290 (4th Cir. 2018) 

(“[C]ontentions not raised in the argument section of the opening brief are abandoned.” 

(internal quotation marks omitted)).  In any event, upon review, we discern no error in the 

district court’s timeliness analysis.  We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment.  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 

 


