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PER CURIAM: 

Christina A. Hearn filed an amended complaint against her former employer, the 

Town of Oak Island (“the Town”), alleging sex-based employment discrimination, in 

violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VII”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e 

to 2000e-17.  The Town moved to dismiss or for summary judgment, arguing that Hearn 

had not filed her discrimination charge with the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission (“EEOC”) within 180 days of receiving notice of her termination.  The district 

court granted summary judgment in favor of the Town.  We affirm. 

“[We] review[] a district court’s grant of summary judgment de novo, applying the 

same legal standards as the district court, and viewing all facts and reasonable inferences 

therefrom in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.”  Cowgill v. First Data 

Techs., Inc., 41 F.4th 370, 378 (4th Cir. 2022) (internal quotation marks omitted).  

Summary judgment is appropriate “if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as 

to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”  Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 56(a).  “A dispute is genuine if a reasonable jury could return a verdict for the 

nonmoving party, and a fact is material if it might affect the outcome of the suit under the 

governing law.”  Haze v. Harrison, 961 F.3d 654, 658 (4th Cir. 2020) (cleaned up).  “To 

the extent the [audio recording] depicts material facts of this case, we review those facts as 

they are depicted in the [recording].”  Hupp v. Cook, 931 F.3d 307, 315 n.3 (4th Cir. 2019) 

(citing Scott v. Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 380-81 (2007)).  But where the recording “does not 

clearly or blatantly contradict [Hearn’s] version of the facts, we adopt her version in 

reviewing the grant of summary judgment to [the Town].”  Id. (cleaned up). 
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Under Title VII, an aggrieved individual must file a complaint with the EEOC 

“within [180] days after the alleged unlawful employment practice occurred.”  42 U.S.C. 

§ 2000e-5(e).  This “exhaustion requirement is a non-jurisdictional ‘processing rule, albeit 

a mandatory one’ that must be enforced when properly raised.”  Walton v. Harker, 33 F.4th 

165, 175 (4th Cir. 2022) (quoting Fort Bend Cnty. v. Davis, 139 S. Ct. 1843, 1851 (2019)). 

Here, the 180-day period commenced when Hearn first received “final and 

unequivocal” notice of her termination.  English v. Whitfield, 858 F.2d 957, 961-62 

(4th Cir. 1988); see, e.g., Green v. Brennan, 578 U.S. 547, 564 (2016); Del. State Coll. v. 

Ricks, 449 U.S. 250, 258 (1980); Price v. Litton Bus. Sys., Inc., 694 F.2d 963, 965 

(4th Cir. 1982).  After reviewing the record, we agree with the district court that Hearn 

received final and unequivocal notice of her termination during the meeting on 

July 30, 2019.  And, because Hearn filed her charge with the EEOC more than 180 days 

later, we affirm the district court’s order granting summary judgment in favor of the Town. 

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 


