UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92-1814
Summary Cal endar

DOST ARYAN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON, ET AL.,
Def endant s,

CI TY OF DALLAS,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
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DOST ARYAN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

TEXAS EMPLOYMENT COWM SSI ON, ET AL.
Def endant s,
Cl TY OF DALLAS,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(3:89-CV-1483-AJ c/w 3:90-CV-2776-AJ)

(July 9, 1993)

Before KING DAVIS and WENER, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !
Dost Aryan appeals the dism ssal of his Title VII-ADEA action

followng a bench trial. W find no error and affirm

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



M. Aryan, a native of Afghanistan, a Mobslem and over the age
of forty years, sought recovery from his enployer, the Cty of
Dallas, under Title VII and the ADEA He alleged that he was
termnated for a nunber of discrimnatory reasons from his
enpl oynent in 1988. He also alleged that his termnation was in
retaliation for filing a worker's conpensation claim and naki ng
conplaints to the EEQCC.

The reason the Cty of Dallas termnated M. Aryan was hotly
contested. The plaintiff produced evidence fromwhich the district
court could have inferred that he was termnated for a
di scrim natory reason. The Gty of Dallas on the other hand
produced conpetent evidence that it term nated M. Aryan because he
ignored instructions and refused to follow orders. The district
court found the Gty's witnesses nore credible than the plaintiff's
W t nesses and accepted the reasons for the term nation offered by
the CGty. Qur review of the record reveals that the findings of
the district court are anply supported and are not clearly
erroneous.

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is affirnmed.

AFF| RMED.



