UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 00-30576
Summary Cal endar

| RAJ HORMXZ| ,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

GULF STATE UTI LI TI ES; ENTERGY CORPORATI ON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Mddle District of Louisiana

(96- CV-3222)
Novenber 9, 2000
Before DAVIS, JONES, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

I raj Hor nozi was enployed by @ilf State UWilities,
Inc./Entergy for 14 years as an engineer at a nuclear generating
pl ant in Loui siana. In 1994 Entergy inplenented a new enpl oyee
evaluation process wherein it ranked all of its enployees by

performance and potential as conpared to their peers. Enpl oyees

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.



ranked in group 9, the | owest performance category, were given the
option of accepting a voluntary severance package and signing a
release or beginning an action plan designed to inprove the
enpl oyee’ s performance over the next year. Hornozi was ranked in
group 9 and elected to accept a severance package and execute a
release of his clainms against Entergy in consideration of the
payment of $22,169.39. |In June 1996 Hornozi filed suit against his
former enployer alleging discrimnation on the basis of age and
national origin and state law clains of intentional infliction of
enotional distress, defamation, and breach of contract. Hornozi
nanmed as defendants Entergy Gulf States, Inc., Entergy Corporation,
and Entergy Operations, 1Inc. (collectively referred to as
“defendants”). Defendants filed a notion for summary judgnent on
the grounds of the rel ease and settl enent agreenent. The district
court granted this summary judgnent but it was reversed on appeal
to this Court. Upon renmand, defendants filed a second notion for
summary judgnent on the grounds that plaintiff had failed to
produce sufficient evidence upon which a jury could find that his
termnation was the result of age discrimnation. The district
court again granted this sunmary judgnent in favor of defendants
and Hornozi tinely appeals to this Court again.

We have carefully reviewed the briefs, the record excerpts,
and rel evant portions of the recorditself. For the reasons stated
by the district court inits ruling on notion for sunmary judgnent
filed April 4, 2000, we affirmthe final judgnent entered on Apri
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5, 2000, which granted defendants’ notion for summary judgnent.
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