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

No. 96-41224
(Summary Cal endar)

BUREL B. SM TH,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

LAMAR UNI VERSI TY; JOSEPH
CLSON, in his individual

and official capacities;
RAJIV MALKI AN, in his

i ndi vi dual and offi ci al
capacities; STEVE MARADI AN

in his individual and official
capacities,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(1:95-Cv-1031)

July 23, 1997
Bef ore W ENER, BARKSDALE and EM LIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Burel B. Smth appeals the district

Pursuant to 5TH CR. R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



court’s dismssal, under Federal Rule of G vil Procedure 12(b)(6)

and by summary judgnent, of his actions against Lamar University

and three of its faculty and staff nenbers —nanely, Joseph 4 son,
Rajiv Ml kian, and Steve Maradian — in their individual and
official capacities (collectively, Appellees). The clains

di sm ssed by the district court under Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b)(6) were
those for constructive termnation, Fourteenth  Amendnent
viol ations, and intentional infliction of enotional distress as to
all Appellees, and for violations of Title VII| and the ADEA as to
t he individual Appellees. At the sane tinme, the district court
granted Lamar University’ s notion for summary judgnent, di sm ssing
Smth's <clains against Lamar under Title WVII for racia
discrimnation and retaliation, as well as his ADEA claim

After carefully review ng de novo the record on appeal and the
briefs of counsel for their respective clients, and carefully
considering the Final Judgnent of the district court filed QOctober
31, 1996, dismssing all of Smth’'s actions agai nst all Appellees,
we reach the sanme conclusion as did the district court. No useful
pur pose woul d be served by our witing separately, as the analysis
contained in the district court’s craftsmanli ke opi ni on adequately
and correctly di sposes of this case. Thus the rulings, orders, and
judgnent of the district court are, in all respects,

AFF| RMED.



