UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-30750
Summary Cal endar

CHARLOTTE ADANMS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
ST TAMVANY FI RE PROTECTI ON DI STRI CT #12,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Eastern District of Louisiana, New Ol eans
District Court No. 99-CV-2983-J

January 2, 2001
Before EMLIO M GARZA, STEWART and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charlotte Adans filed suit against St. Tammany Fire Protection
District #12 pursuant to 42 U S.C. 8 1983, claimng that the
termnation of her enploynent with Fire District #12 viol ated her
First and Fourteenth Amendnent due process rights. The district
court granted sunmmary judgnent for defendant and Adans appeal ed.

Adans was adnoni shed orally by her supervisor that her job

performance during the Hurricane Geor ges energency was unaccept abl e

"Pursuant to 5TH CR 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opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under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.
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and was allowed to respond to his concerns. The Fire District #12
adm ni strator al so advi sed Adans in a letter dated Cctober 8, 1998,
that the Board of Conmmi ssioners of Fire District #12 would neet to
di scuss her job performance during the energency and that she could
attend should she choose to do so. The Board term nated her
enpl oynent by unani nous vote during that neeting, which Adans did
not attend. Adanms took no further action until she filed the
present |lawsuit nore than a year |ater.

Adans clains that she was denied her rights to due process
under Louisiana's civil service scheme because of “insufficient/
unreasonable notice.” Assumi ng, Wwthout deciding, that Adans’s
summary judgnent evi dence created a genuine i ssue of material fact
concerni ng whether or not she was a civil service enployee, we
nonet hel ess affirm because she wai ved any due process clainms she
may have had by failing entirely to avail herself of Louisiana' s
pre-term nation and post-termnation adm nistrative renedi es. See
LA. Rev. STAT. ANN. 8 33: 2560- 2561 (West 1988 & West Supp. 2000); see
al so d evel and Board of Education v. Louderm ||, 470 U. S. 532, 546
(1985) (pre-term nation notice and heari ng need not be el aborate to
satisfy due process, especially when coupled wth state |aw
provi sions for post-term nation review).

AFF| RMED.



