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PER CURIAM:2

Our review of the record and the relevant law in this case
persuades us that the district court correctly entered a take-
nothing judgment against plaintiff, Richard Giddens.  

Giddens failed to state a claim for relief under Title VII.
Harassment by a male supervisor against a male subordinate does not
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state a claim under Title VII even though the harassment has sexual
overtones.  Title VII addresses gender discrimination.  Giddens did
not allege how his employer treated him differently because he was
a male and he produced no evidence at trial tending to prove such
facts.  The district court, therefore, correctly dismissed Giddens'
Title VII action.  

Giddens' action for negligent infliction of emotional distress
and negligent hiring and supervision are barred by the Texas
Workers' Compensation Act.  

Giddens' claim for intentional infliction of emotional
distress against Shell is precluded by the jury's finding that
Tucci's acts were not committed in the course and scope of his
employment.

We need not consider Giddens' claim for intentional infliction
of emotional distress against Tucci, because Giddens has not
complained about the district court's dismissal of his action
against Tucci.

For these reasons, we affirm the judgment of the district
court.

AFFIRMED.


