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

No. 97-31176
Summary Cal endar

CAROL U. TRAHAN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS
CI TY NATI ONAL BANK OF BATON ROUGE, PAUL R NOMACKI, and KOREEN H.

WALKER,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana

(96- CV- 504- B- M2)

April 20, 1998
Before JOLLY, BENAVI DES, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Carol U. Trahan appeals the judgnent of the district court
granting defendants City National Bank of Baton Rouge, Paul R
Nowacki, and Koreen H. WAl ker summary judgnent in this case under
the Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (ADEA) case. Finding no

error, we affirm

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 limted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



It is undisputed that Trahan can state a prina facie case of
age discrimnation. |In support of their sunmary judgnent notion,
the defendants offered as a legitinmate non-discrimnatory reason
for Trahan’s di scharge that she was i nsubordi nate. Because Trahan
failed to provide sufficient sunmary judgnent evi dence to show t hat
her age was a determ native factor in the decisionto fire her, her
claimnmust fail. See Rhodes v. Guiberson Ol Tools, 75 F.3d 989,
993-94 (5th GCr. 1996)(en banc). Although we may not agree that
Trahan’s conduct anounted to insubordination, Trahan nonethel ess
failed to show that her age played any factor in the decision to
di scharge her.

Mor eover, Trahan' s case agai nst def endants Wal ker and Nowacki
must also be dismssed because they were nerely supervisory
enpl oyees, not her enployer. See Stults v. Conoco, Inc., 76 F.3d
651, 655 (5th Gr. 1996) (holding that the ADEA provides no basis
for individual liability for supervisory enpl oyees).

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



