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PER CURIAM:*

The district court did not err in granting Rouse’s Enterprises’ motion for summary

judgment, as Rhodes failed to raise an issue of material fact.  Rhodes admits and the

record is clear that at the time of her injury, Rhodes was not eligible for a leave of
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absence because she had not been with the company for six months.  Rhodes also admits

that she was physically unable to perform her job, whether due to her pregnancy or her

on-the-job injury.  The discrepancy in the record as to what date Rhodes was actually

terminated is not material to Rhode’s discrimination or retaliation claims.  Rhodes failed

to establish a prima facie case of discrimination because she did not identify a

nonpregnant employee who was granted leave under similar circumstances.  See

McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792, 802 (1973).  Finally, there was no

causal connection between Rhodes’ termination and her filing of a worker’s

compensation claim.  AFFIRMED.


