UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 02-10274
Summary Cal endar

CATHLEEN P. RANCI ER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

BAPTI ST ST. ANTHONY’ S HOSPI TAL CORPORATI ON,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Northern District of Texas, Amarill o Division

(2:01-CV-210-J)
August 19, 2002

Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Cat hl een Ranci er appeal s the district court’s grant of sunmary
judgnent in favor of her fornmer enployer, Baptist St. Anthony
Hospital Corporation (“St. Anthony”). Rancier argues that she has

established a prinma facie case for her clains that St. Anthony laid

"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opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under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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her off because of her race and age in violation of Title VII of
the Cvil Rights Act, 42 U. S.C. 8§ 1981, 2000e-2(a)(1), and the Age
Discrimnation Act, 29 U S.C. 88 621, et. seq.

W review a district court’s grant of summary judgnent de

novo. Chaney v. New Oleans Pub. Facility Mgnt., Inc., 179 F. 3d

164, 167 (5th Cr. 1999); Gines v. Texas Dep’t of Mental Health &

Mental Retardation, 102 F.3d 137, 139 (5th Cr. 1996). “Sunmary

judgnent is appropriate when there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact and the novant is entitled to judgnent as a matter of

| aw. Gines, 102 F. 3d at 139 (citing Fed. R Gv. P. 56(c)). In
enpl oynent di scrimnation cases, the question is whether a genuine
issue of fact exists as to whether the defendant intentionally
discrimnated against the plaintiff. Id. Unsubst anti at ed
assertions are not conpetent summary judgnment evidence. Chaney,
179 F. 3d at 167; Gines, 102 F.3d at 139.

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 (1973). “Once that show ng has been
made, the burden of production shifts to the enployer to articul ate
alegitimte, non-discrimnatory reason for the enpl oynent action.”

Munoz v. Or, 200 F.3d 291, 299 (5th Gr. 2000) (citing MDonnel

Dougl as, 411 U. S. at 802-03). The plaintiff nust then denonstrate
that the enployer’s reason was pretext. 1d. “Thus, a plaintiff’s
prima facie case, conbined with sufficient evidence to find that

the enployer’s asserted justification is false, may permt the
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trier of fact to conclude that the enployer unlawfully

di scrim nated.” Reeves v. Sanderson Plunbing Prods., Inc., 530

U S. 133, 135 (2000).

Viewi ng the evidence in the light nost favorable to Rancier,
we find that St. Anthony presented evidence of nondiscrimnatory
reasons for its decision to lay Rancier off, and that Rancier
failed to show pretext or falsity of the explanation. W therefore
affirmthe district court’s order dated February 4, 2002.

AFF| RMED.



