
     *Local Rule 47.5 provides:  "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and merely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of law imposes
needless expense on the public and burdens on the legal
profession."  Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determined
that this opinion should not be published.
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PER CURIAM:*

Delta Pellerin appeals the adverse grant of summary judgment
rejecting her Title VII claims against Martin Marietta Manned Space
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Systems.  Finding no error, we affirm.

Background
Pellerin, an African American, was employed by Martin Marietta

as a clerical software analyst until laid off in December 1992.
She filed a charge with the EEOC alleging racial discrimination;
the charge was rejected and Pellerin was given a right-to-sue
notice.  The instant lawsuit, alleging discrimination based on
race, sex, and age, followed.  The district court granted summary
judgment to Martin Marietta and Pellerin timely appealed.

Analysis
We review the district court's grant of summary judgment de

novo.1  Martin Marietta attests that economic considerations
necessitated a reduction in force, and that Pellerin was selected
for termination because her performance evaluations were inferior
to those of the other two clerical software analysts.  Pellerin has
produced no evidence whatsoever from which a rational trier of fact
could conclude that Martin Marietta's reasons are pretextual, much
less that they masked discriminatory motives.2 

Further, the district court did not err by proceeding to
judgment without requiring additional discovery.  Pellerin did not



     3See Robbins v. Amoco Prod. Co., 952 F.2d 901 (5th Cir.
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timely request a continuance by filing a proper motion explaining
why more discovery was needed to oppose the summary judgment
motion.  She thus failed to comply with Fed.R.Civ.P. 56 (f).3  Even
if we construed Pellerin's motion to compel discovery as a Rule 56
(f) motion, she did not demonstrate with "reasonable specificity
how the requested discovery pertained to the pending [summary
judgment] motion."4  Nor do we find an abuse of discretion in the
denial of Pellerin's motion to compel, filed after the discovery
cut-off date.5

Dismissal of Pellerin's age and sex discrimination claims also
was proper.  Pellerin did not present these claims to the EEOC; she
consequently failed to exhaust administrative remedies.6

Pellerin's allegation that the EEOC interviewer prevented her from
raising the additional grounds of discrimination does not raise a
genuine issue of material fact.7
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The judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED.


