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

No. 98-10281

EDI TH JUANI TA DAMRON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

HELEN FARABEE CENTER, WCHH TA COUNTY, entity being the MW
authority for Wchita Count, Texas, jointly and severally, et al.

Def endant s,

HELEN FARABEE CENTER, WCHI TA COUNTY, entity being the MM
authority for Wchita County, Texas, jointly and severally;

Def endant - Appel | ee.

EDI TH JUANI TA DAMRON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
CEORGE ALLEN GOULD, Individually and in his official capacity, et
al .,

Def endant s,

HELEN FARABEE CENTER, WCHI TA COUNTY, entity being the MW
authority for Wchita County, Texas, jointly and severally;

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas

(7:96-CV-105-X & 7:96-CV-70)

March 9, 1999
Before DAVIS, STEWART and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
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PER CURI AM *

Edi t h Jaunita Danron, Plaintiff-Appellant, appeal s the summary
j udgnent for Defendant-Appell ee and the denial of her Federal Rule
of Gvil Procedure 60(b)(6) Mtion for Relief from Judgnent or
Order in this enploynent discrimnation case. W affirm

Danron contends that she attached to her Rule 60(b)(6) notion
deposition testinony garnered after summary judgnent which creates
a genuine issue of material fact with regard to her 42 U S. C 8§
1983 claim Specifically, the deposition testinony allegedly
supported her claim that her supervisor was having an anorous
affair with the individual who was pronoted i nto Danron's job after
Danron's term nation. However, as set out in the district court's
t horough and wel | -reasoned opi nion, assum ng such a fact question
exists, Danron's 8 1983 claimis without nerit because she failed
to even allege two of the four prima facie elenents of a sex
di scrim nation cause of action. See Portis v. First Nat'l Bank of
New Al bany, 34 F.3d 325, 328 n.6 (5th Cir. 1994).

Havi ng reviewed the record, briefs and authorities, we affirm
for substantially the reasons stated by the district court's
Menor andum Opi ni on and Order date January 21, 1998.

AFFI RVED.

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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

2



