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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 00-50376

Summary Cal endar

TI MOTHY JONES,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

UNI VERSI TY OF TEXAS MEDI CAL, ETC., ET AL.,
Def endant s,
UNI VERSI TY OF TEXAS MEDI CAL, University of Texas Medical Branch;
LANE HAYDEN;, LEON CLEMENTS; E.J. PEDERSON, JENNI FER L. N TSCHVANN,
JOHN STOBO, MELVIN W LLI AMS; KATHY SHI NGLETON; ELI ZABETH CAMP,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Texas Waco Divi si on

(W99- SV- 32)
Novenber 3, 2000
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Ti not hy Jones appeals the district court’s grant of summary
judgnent for the University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) and
ot her def endants. Jones argues that genuine issues of materi al

fact exist as to his <clains of racial di scrimnation and

"Pursuant to 5" 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opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under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 5" QR R 47.5. 4.
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retaliation under Title VII, 42 U S.C. §8 2000e et seq.
W reviewthe grant of summary judgnent de novo, applying the

sane standards as the district court. Pi azza v. Maine, 217 F. 3d

239, 244 (5" Cir. 2000). W viewfacts and inferences in the |light

nost favorable to the non-novant. Hall v. Gllman, Inc., 81 F. 3d

35, 36-7 (5" Gr. 1996). Summary judgnent is granted if there is
no genui ne i ssue of material fact and the noving party is entitled
to judgnent as a matter of |aw Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c); Celotex

Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U S. 317, 327, 106 S. Ct. 2548, 91 (1986).

A Title VII plaintiff bears the initial burden to prove a

prima facie case of discrimnation. McDonnel |l Douglas Corp. V.

Geen, 411 U S 792, 801-03, 93 S.Ct. 1817, 1824 (1973). “Once
t hat show ng has been made, the burden of production shifts to the
enpl oyer to articulate alegitimte, non-discrimnatory reason for
the enpl oynent action.” Minoz, 200 F.3d at 299 (citing MDonnel

Dougl as, 411 U. S. at 802-03). The plaintiff nust then denonstrate
that the enpl oyer’s reason was pretext. I|d. “Thus, a plaintiff’s
prima facie case, conbined with sufficient evidence to find that
the enployer’s asserted justification is false, may permt the
trier of fact to conclude that the enployer unlawfully

discrimnated.” Reeves v. Sanderson Plunbi ng Products, Inc., 120

S.Ct. 2097, 2109 (2000).
Viewi ng the evidence in the Iight nost favorable to the non-

movant, we find that UTMB presented evi dence of nondi scrimnatory
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reasons for any alleged pay disparities and retaliation, and that
Jones failed to show pretext or falsity of the explanation.
Therefore, we affirmfor essentially the sane reasons set forth by

the district court in its Menorandum Order dated March 31, 2000.

AFFI RVED.



