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

No. 98-21044
Summary Cal endar

GARY W LLI AMES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

LYONDELL- Cl TGO REFI NI NG COVPANY LI M TED,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(H97-CV-1028)

May 25, 1999
Before DAVIS, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appellant Gary WIllianms appeals from a summary judgnent
granted against himin his age-discrimnation suit brought under
the Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act, 29 U S.C. § 621, et seq.
(“ADEA") .

W review a district court’s grant of summary judgnent de

novo, applying the sanme standard as did the district court. See

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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Neff v. Anerican Dairy Queen Corp., 58 F.3d 1063, 1065 (5th
Cir.1995). Summary judgnent is appropriate if the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories, and adm ssions on file,
together wwth the affidavits, if any, showthat there is no genui ne
i ssue as to any material fact and that the noving party is entitled
to judgnent as a matter of |aw FED. R Qv.P. 56(c). A “dispute
about a material fact is 'genuine’ if the evidence is such that a
reasonable jury could return a verdict for the non-noving party.”
Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 248 (1986). For
pur poses of summary judgnment determ nation, all fact questions are
viewed in the |light nost favorable to the nonnovant. See Hassan v.
Lubbock 1.S.D., 55 F.3d 1075, 1078 (5th Cr. 1995).

After viewng the evidence before us in the |ight nost
favorable to WIllianms, we hold that no reasonable jury could
properly return a verdict in his favor. As appellee has correctly
pointed out, the record is sinply devoid of evidence fromwhich a
reasonable fact finder could infer that WIllians’ age actually
played a role in and was a determning factor in his term nation.
See generally Little v. Republic Ref. Co., Ltd., 924 F.2d 93, 98
(5th G r.1991). Inlight of this and the overwhel m ng evi dence t hat
Wllians was fired for the legitinmate, non-discrimnatory reasons

articul ated by appellee, we AFFI RM



