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Soni a Boone appeals the district court’s grant of Gal veston
| ndependent School District’s (“ASD’) Mdtion for Summary Judgnent
on her conpensation discrimnation claim She al so appeals the
district court’s assessnent of sanctions.

Boone filed a lawsuit in which she alleged unlawful racial
discrimnation in AQSDs conpensation of her relative to its
conpensation of Sergio Ramrez. The district court granted A SD s
Motion for Summary Judgnent after finding that, although Boone had

made a prinma facie case of conpensation discrimnation, she could

" 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



not show evi dence that A SD s proffered, non-discrimnatory reason
for the unequal treatnent, nanely, Boone’'s lack of the required
certificate for the particular position, was a pretext for
discrimnation. The district court dismssed Boone’'s claimwth
prejudi ce and assessed sanctions agai nst her attorney, Anthony P.
Giffin, and his law firm Anthony P. Giffin, Inc., because it
concluded that “[e]J]ven a mninmal investigation into the facts of
this case would have revealed the abject frivolity of all of
[ Boone]’s clainms.” The district court inposed sanctions in the
amount of $17,776.25, the cost to G SD of defending the case.

Boone relies on Wllians v. Galveston Ind. Sch. Dist., 256

F. Supp. 2d 668 (S.D. Tex. 2003), aff’d, 78 Fed. Appx. 946 (5th Gr.
2003), to argue that the district court inproperly focused on the
relative qualifications of Ramrez and Boone, instead of on their
relative responsibilities, which were equivalent. This argunent is

meritless. The WIllians court ruled that the plaintiffs had not

established a prinma faci e case of wage di scrim nation because their
job responsibilities were not substantially simlar to those of the
directors who were not nenbers of the protected class. Her e

however, the district court found that Boone had established a

prima facie case of wage discrimnation. The difference between

Ram rez’ s and Boone’s qualifications served as a legiti mte, non-
discrimnatory reason for the disparate treatnent, which Boone

cannot rebut. Therefore, the district court was correct in



granting A SD's Mdtion for Summary Judgnent.

The next question in this appeal is whether the district court
abused its discretion in assessing Rule 11 sanctions against
Boone’s attorney, Anthony P. Giffin, and his law firm Boone
argues that the sanctions were i nappropri ate because her cl ai mwas
not basel ess. As we have al ready determ ned t hat Boone’s cl ai mwas
clearly without nerit, and because we agree with the district
court’s conclusion that a reasonable investigation would have
revealed to Giffin the “abject frivolity” of his argunents on the
merits, we hold that the district court did not abuse its
di scretion in inposing Rule 11 sanctions.™

Therefore, the district court’s granting of G SD s Mtion for
Summary Judgnent and inposition of Rule 11 sanctions against
Anthony P. Giffin and Anthony P. Giffin, Inc. are

AFFI RVED.

“Boone al so argues that the district court erredinfailingto
provide tinme for Boone to file a Mtion to Continue Summary
Judgnent pursuant to Fed. R Civ. P. 56(f) when it granted G SD s
summary judgnent notion just one day after ASDfiled its response
to Boone’s discovery objections. W note, however, that Boone
could have noved for a continuance at any tine in the sunmary
j udgnent process, but she failed to do so. Furthernore, Boone does
not denonstrate that the additional discovery would have created a
genui ne issue of material fact. See Stults v. Conoco, Inc., 76
F.3d 651, 657-58 (5th Cr. 1996).
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