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Rose Si non, pro se, appeal s the summary judgnent awar ded Texas
Rehabi litati on Comm ssion (TRC) agai nst her race, gender, age, and
disability discrimnation clains. The district court granted
summary judgnent because: (1) the Eleventh Anmendnent barred the
age and disability discrimnation clains against TRC (2) TRC
produced | egitimate, nondi scrim natory reasons for her discharge;
and (3) Sinon’s allegations did not rise to the level of a hostile

wor K envi ronnent .

Pursuant to 5THAQR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



A summary judgnent is reviewed de novo. E.g., Meditrust
Fi nancial Servs. Corp. v. Sterling Chemcals, Inc., 168 F.3d 211
213 (5th Cr. 1999). Such judgnent is appropriate when, view ng
the evidence in the |ight nost favorable to the non-novant, there
is no genuine issue of material fact and the novant is entitled to
a judgnent as a matter of law. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U. S.
317, 322-24 (1986); Fe. R QvV. P. 56(c).

Si non contends the El eventh Arendnent is no bar to her clains.
However, the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U S.C. § 12101 et
seq., and the Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act, 29 U S.C. § 621
et seq., did not abrogate state sovereign immunity. Bd. of
Trustees of Univ. of Alabama v. Garrett, 531 U S. 356, 360 (2001)
(disability discrimnation); Kinel v. Florida Bd. of Regents, 528
US 62, 67 (2000) (age discrimnation). Sinon has not produced
any evidence show ng Texas wai ved sovereign inmunity.

For her race and gender discrimnation clains under Title VII
of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, 42 U S.C. 8 2000e et seq., Sinon

has produced no evidence to show that TRC s nondi scrimnatory

reasons for discharge — inproper request for confidential
psychol ogi cal records and general comunication problens — were
pr et ext ual . See Reeves v. Sanderson Plunbing Prods., Inc., 530

U S. 133, 143 (2000).
Finally, Sinon’'s vague allegations of sex discrimnation in

her appellate brief do not rise to the level of a hostile work



envi ronnent . Ransey v. Henderson, 286 F.3d 264, 269 (5th Gr.
2002).
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