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BEFORE: NORRIS, SUHREINRICH, and GRIFFIN, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM.

In this employment-discrimination caseaioitiff William Smith, former General Counsel
to Hurley Medical Center, appks the district court’s judgme granting summary judgment in
favor of defendants Hurley arnid CEO, Melany Gavulic. The casrises from Hurley’s Board
of Managers’ decision to terminate Smitlesiployment on Gavulic’s recommendation, which
Smith alleges was an act of racial discrimination and retaliation for raising a complaint of racial
discrimination against Gavulic. Smith’'s complaialleged four types of claims: a racial
discrimination claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, atFAmsmiendment retaliationlaim, and violation
of Michigan’s Whistle-Blowers’ Protection AcM.C.L. § 15.361 et seq., and Elliott-Larsen
Civil Rights Act, M.C.L. § 37.2101 et seq. Thlestrict court granted summary judgment in

favor of defendants on each chgiand plaintiff appealed.
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After reviewing the record, the parties’ brietand the applicable law, we conclude that
the district court’'s thoroughna well-written opinion correctlyarticulates and applies the
applicable law to undisputed facts and that igsuance of a full written opinion by this court
would serve no jurisprudential purpose. Accordinffly,the reasons statedtime district court’s

opinion, we affirm.



