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PER CURI AM *

Stephen A Klainon appeals from summary judgnent orders
entered against himon his Title VII| and negligent and i ntenti onal
infliction of enotional distress clains, as well as froman adverse
jury verdict on a defamation claim W affirm

The district court properly entered sunmary judgnment agai nst

Klaimon on his Title VII claim As we have |ong stressed, the

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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filing of a charge wwth the EEOCC is a prerequisite to instituting

aTitle VIl action in federal court. See National Ass’'n of Govern.

Enp. v. Gty Pub. Serv. Bd., 40 F.3d 698, 711 (5th Cr. 1994).

Kl ai mron nmakes conclusory allegations that he pursued relief
admnistratively, yet he produced no record evidence to that
effect. Nor has he denonstrated an equitable entitlenent to relief
fromthe adm nistrative exhaustion requirenment. Accordingly, his
Title VII claimis barred.

Li kewi se, the district court properly granted sumrary j udgnent
against Klainon on his intentional and negligent infliction of
enotional distress clains. Klainon's conplaint did not allege so
egregious a course of conduct on the part of the defendant to
satisfy Louisiana’s strict standards for enploynent-related

intentional infliction of enptional distress clains. See Booth v.

Intertrans Corp., 1995 W. 324631, at *17 (E.D. La. May 26, 1995).

Simlarly, Klainon has failed to denonstrate how his negligent
infliction of enotional distress claimis not barred by Louisiana’s
wor kers’ conpensation schene. See La. R S. 23:1032.

Finally, Klainonraises a nunber of challenges to the district
court’s discovery rulings and the outcone of the trial. W find
that the district court did not abuse its discretion in naking its

di scovery orders. See Krim v. BancTexas Goup, Inc., 989 F.2d

1435, 1441 (5th Gr. 1993). Kl ainon’s conplaints about the jury

verdict are largely unsupported by record evidence or |egal



argunent and accordingly are without nerit. See Yohey v. Collins,

985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cr. 1993).
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