UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 01-60714
Summary Cal endar

KRI STY L. CHRI STEN
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JESSE H. VASQUEZ, in his official capacity as
the Director of the United States Naval Hone
and DAVID LACY, in his official capacity as
the CEO of the Arned Forces Retirenent Hone,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
Case No. 1:00 CV 529 RG

March 19, 2002

Before JOLLY, JONES and SM TH, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Appel l ant Kristy Christen disputes the entry of summary
j udgnment on her cl ai ns of enpl oynent discrimnation and retaliation

under the Equal Pay Act, 29 U S C § 206(d), and Title VII, 42

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



US C 8 2000(e) et. seq. Finding no reversible error of fact or
[aw, we affirm

Appel lant was the only attorney on staff at the Nava
Honme in Gul fport, M ssissippi. She asserts that her nonsupervisory
position deserved a GS-14 pay grade classification rather than the
G5-13 to which she was ultimately el evated in February 1998. Her
claim derives from a conparison with the pay grades of nale
supervisors who held other types of posts, none of them as
attorneys, as the Naval Hone. The district court correctly
rejected Christen’s Title VII and EPA clainms, holding that her
“conparison” wth the non-Ilegal, supervi sory enployees is
I napposite, because she is not “simlarly situated” to the others.

See Peters v. Cty of Shreveport, 818 F.2d 1148, 1153 (5th Cr.

1987) (Equal Pay Act); Little v. Republic Refining Co., 924 F.2d

93, 97 (5th Cir. 1991) (Title VII).

The district court also properly held that Christen's
retaliation claimfail ed because she suffered no adverse enpl oynent
action. She alleges only that her responsibilities were shiftedto
sone degree away from her in order to nmke her post |ess
significant. Such actions were not sufficiently adverse for
purposes of a retaliation claim

Finally, Christen contends that she was the victim of
direct discrimnationinthe formof several gross, unflattering or
belittling coments from co-workers. The district court did not
rule on these allegations. Wile unfortunate, however, the crude
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coments are not tied any way to any actionabl e adverse enpl oynent
deci si on concerning Christen. Danmages are not awarded under Title
VII or the Equal Pay Act solely for hurt feelings. The “direct
discrimnation” claim suffers from lack of proof of adverse
enpl oynent action and causal connecti on.

For these reasons, the judgnent of the district court is

AFF| RMED.



