UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 98-10015
Summary Cal endar

MARETA R CARPENTER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

BT OFFI CE PRODUCTS | NTERNATI ONAL, | NC.
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
Dal | as Di vi si on
(3:96- CV-2355-P)

July 16, 1998
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM DAVIS, Crcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Appel lant Mareta R Carpenter (“Carpenter”) challenges the
district court's order granting sunmary judgnent to the defendant
enpl oyer, BT Ofice Products International, Inc. (“BT”), in
Appel l ant's enpl oynent discrimnation case brought under the Age
Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (“ADEA’), 29 U S.C. 88 621-34.

The i ssue on appeal narrows to whether the district court correctly

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5TH CR R 47.5. 4.



determ ned on summary j udgnent that the enployer's true reason for
di scharging Ms. Carpenter was her substandard job performnce
After carefully reviewwng the record, we are persuaded that Ms.
Carpenter failed to raise an i ssue of fact fromwhich a fact finder
could infer that the enployer’s stated reason for discharge was
pr et ext ual .

Carpenter’s evaluation marks were the lowest in her group
Carpenter was not replaced by BT. Her work was all ocated to ot her
Cust oner Service Representatives (“CSRs”). This fact supports BT s
contention that it was downsizing and noving toward a nore
efficient operation rather than getting rid of ol der enpl oyees.

Carpenter argues that a review prepared by Call ahan, one of
her prior supervisors, supports her claimthat she was a conpetent
enpl oyee and that BT's proffered reasons for firing her were
pr et ext ual . We di sagree. As the summary judgnent record
i ndi cates, even though this review reflected that Ms. Carpenter’s
performance was average to above average in every category,
Carpenter still ranked the |owest anong the CSRs in her group
Furthernore, Callahan’s review of Carpenter al so poi nted out areas
t hat needed i nprovenent. Two nonths |ater these i ssues were noted
as not having i nproved by the BT Custoner Service Traini ng Manager.

MIler, the supervisor at the tinme of Carpenter’s term nati on,
experienced problenms with Carpenter simlar to those Callahan
docunent ed. MIler also counseled Carpenter for her failure to
handl ing incom ng calls in accordance with conpany policy. Mller
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further counsel ed Carpenter on her bel ow average |ine production.
Even t hough Carpenter | ater increased her |ine output the foll ow ng
month, one good nonth does not establish an enployee’'s work
history. Carpenter failed to produce conpetent summary judgnent
sufficient to permt a fact finder to conclude that Appellee
termnated Ms. Carpenter for her age or for sonme reason other than
her substandard work perfornmance.

For these reasons, we conclude that the district court
correctly granted summary judgnent for BT. The judgnent of the
district court is therefore

AFFI RVED.



