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PER CURI AM *

Zennie King, pro se, appeals the summary judgnment di sm ssing
her discrimnation clains against Entergy Operations, Inc. and
Edw n Rogers. She argues that she established a prim facie case
of discrimnation and that she was deni ed due process of |aw when
the district court granted sunmary judgnent and denied her a jury
trial. King' s argunent is without nerit. It is well-settled that
“Injo constitutional right to a trial exists when after notice and
a reasonabl e opportunity a party fails to nake the rule-required

denonstration that sone dispute of material fact exists which a

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determn 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



trial could resolve.” Oyl esby v. Ternm nal Transport Co., 543 F. 2d

1111, 1113 (5th Gr. 1976) (rejecting contention that entry of
summary judgnent vi ol ated Seventh Anendnent right tojury trial and
Fifth Arendnent right not to be deprived of property w thout due
process of law). As the district court explained in its thorough,
wel | -reasoned opinion, King failed to denonstrate the existence of
a genuine issue of material fact. W therefore AFFIRMthe summary
judgnent, essentially for the reasons stated by the district court.

King’s nmotion for a default judgnent in the anount of $20
mllion, because she has not received a copy of an order signed by
a judge granting an extension of tine for the appellees to file
their brief is patently frivolous and is DENIED. The appellees’
motion for an award of attorney’s fees for having to respond to
King's frivolous notion is DENIED, but King is warned that future
frivolous filings will result in the inposition of sanctions
agai nst her.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED;  SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED.



