IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-10396

MARI A LOURDES JARAM LLO, al so known as
Mary Lou Jaramllo

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
V.

TEXAS W CHI TA COUNTY, also known as The
County of Wchita, Texas, a Governnent al
Entity, a political Subdivision of the
State of Texas and an Enpl oyer; JAMES
BURGESS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(7:94-CV-076- X)

Decenber 5, 1995
Before KING STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

We have carefully considered the plaintiff-appellant's
brief, heard argunent and reviewed the plaintiff's first anended
conplaint. W agree with the district court that the plaintiff

has failed to state a clai mupon which relief can be granted. In

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



her brief, plaintiff relies heavily on the Suprene Court's

opinion in Landgraf v. USI Film Products, 114 S. C. 1483 (1994).

Landgraf, however, did not change the el enents of a cause of

action under Title VII. After Landgraf, it remains the case that
a plaintiff nust show sone adverse enpl oynent action, i.e.,

unlawful discrimnation in the "terns, conditions, or privileges

of enploynent,"” as a predicate for recovery. 42 U S C § 2000e-
2(a) (1994). Plaintiff here has not alleged any adverse

enpl oynent action. The only material in her first anmended

conpl aint that even cones sonewhat close is the arguable

all egation that she was harassed because of her national origin.
But the level of harassnent alleged is not sufficient to be

acti onabl e. See DeAngelis v. El Paso Municipal Police Oficers

Ass'n., 51 F.3d 591, 594 (5th Gr. 1995).
AFFI RVED.



