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

No. 95-20350
Summary Cal endar

BETTE SUE VI ETH
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

EXXON CORPORATI QN, doi ng busi ness as
EXXON COMPANY UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Def endant - Appel | ee,

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-H 94-450
) Decenber 14, 1995
Bef ore JOHNSON, DUHE, and BENAVI DES, Ci rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Bette Sue Vieth appeals fromthe district court’s entry of
summary judgnent in favor of defendant Exxon Corporation in her
suit under the Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (“ADEA’).
Vieth contends that the district court erred by granting the
defendant’s notion for sunmary judgnent because genui ne issues of
material fact existed with regard to Exxon’s state of mnd and

nmotive for “papering” Vieth’s file wth unfavorable material.

Because Vieth failed to establish the existence of a genui ne issue

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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of material fact wth regard to whether Exxon's proffered
explanation for Vieth’s termnation was pretextual, the district
court did not err by granting Exxon’s notion for summary judgnent.
See Anburgey v. Corhart Refractories Corp., 936 F.2d 805, 812-13
(5th Gir. 1991).

AFFI RVED.



