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OPINION

McKEE, Chief Judge.

Michael Wayne appeals the district court’s grant of summary judgment in an
action that he filed pursuant to Title VII, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq. We will affirm.

Because we write primarily for the parties who are familiar with this case, we need
not repeat the facts or procedural history in detail. We note only that Wayne was
terminated from his position at Glen Mills following his arrest for possession of
marijuana. Wayne, who is Black, alleges that Glen Mills was motivated by racial bias,
and that he was treated differently than White colleagues who were similarly situated.
He claims those colleagues were not terminated even though they had also been arrested.

In its detailed and well reasoned opinion, the district court determined that Wayne
could not establish a prima facie case because none of the similarly situated employees
outside his protected class received more favorable treatment. All of the employees who
had worked under the same supervisor as Wayne and engaged in illegal drug use had

been terminated. The district court also held that Glen Mills’ zero-tolerance policy with



regard to staff drug use constituted a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for Wayne’s
discharge.

In light of the district court’s thoughtful opinion, we need not engage in a
redundant analysis only to reach the same result. Accordingly, we will affirm the district
court substantially for the reasons set forth in the district court’s Memorandum and Order

without further elaboration.



