UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 97-60664
Summary Cal endar

MARSHA L. HOPKI NS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

MARVI N T. RUNYON, Postmaster General, ET AL,
Def endant s
MARVI N T. RUNYON, Postnmaster Gener al
Def endant - Apel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Southern District of M ssissippi

(3:96-CV-236-BrN)
June 24, 1998

Before WSDOM WENER, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Mar sha Hopkins, fornmerly a Manager of Post O fice Operations
in Jackson, Mssissippi, filed a suit against the Postal Service,

the Postmaster General, and several other enployees in which she

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



all eged that the defendants had discrimnated against her on the
basis of her race and sex, in violation of 42 U S.C. § 1981, 1983,
1985, 1988 and 2000e (Title VIl1). She contended specifically that
the Postal Service (1) revoked a pronotion on the basis of her
color and sex, and (2) took several race-based and sex-based
enpl oynent actions agai nst her that culmnated in her term nation.
The district court dismssed Hopkins'’s clainms against every
def endant except Marvin T. Runyon, Jr., the Postmaster Ceneral.
The district court al so dism ssed all of Hopkins’s clains that were
not filed under Title VII. Al that remai ned was Hopkins’s claim
that the Postal Service discrimnated agai nst her on the basis of
her race and sex by revoking a pronotion that she had been granted
prior to being unlawfully term nated. The defendant filed a
suppl enental notion to dismss, or, inthe alternative, for summary
j udgnment, which notion the district court granted. Hopkins filed
a tinely notice of appeal. W affirm

W review de novo the district court’s grant of sumary
judgrment on behal f of the defendants.? W have revi ewed each of
Hopki ns’ s argunents on appeal. None has nerit.

First, the district court dism ssed properly Hopkins’s clains
agai nst all defendants but the Postnmaster CGeneral. According to 42
U S. C § 2000e-16(c), “the head of the departnent, agency, or unit

shall be the defendant in a Title VII action brought by a

2 Dougl ass v. United States Autonpbile Ass’'n, 65 F.3d 453, 458
(5th Gr. 1995).



f ederal enpl oyee.”

Second, the district court dism ssed properly all of Hopkins’s
clainms that she did not file under Title VII. It is well-settled
that Title VII is the exclusive individual renedy available to a
f ederal enpl oyee conpl ai ni ng of job-rel ated racial discrimnation.?

Third, the district court was correct in concluding that a
settl enent agreenent that Hopkins had entered into with the Postal
Servi ce concerning her term nation precluded her fromrelitigating
the issue inthe district court. “Voluntary settlenment agreenents
resol ving clainms of enploynent discrimnation are binding on both
parties.”*

Finally, the district court concluded correctly that no
genui ne i ssue of material fact existed regardi ng whet her the Post al
Servi ce revoked Hopkins's pronotion on the basis of her color or
sex. Hopkins failed to neet her burden of denonstrating that the
Postal Service s stated reason for the revocation of her pronotion
was pretextual.®

AFFI RVED.

S Brown v. General Services Administration, 425 U. S. 820, 824-
25 (1976); Rowe v. Sullivan, 967 F.2d 186, 189 (5th G r. 1992).

4 Jackson v. Wdnall, 99 F.3d 710, 714 (5th Gr. 1996).

> See Marcantel v. State of La., Dep’'t of Transportation and
Devel opnment, 37 F.3d 197, 199 (5th Gr. 1994).
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