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

No. 98-11302
Summary Cal endar

BOBBI E J. ANDERSOQN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
DALLAS AREA RAPI D TRANSI T,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:97-CV-1834-R

May 6, 1999
Bef ore PCOLI TZ, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Bobbi e Anderson, pro se, appeals the sunmary judgnent in favor
of Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART).

Anderson, a former transit officer for DART was term nated
follow ng an i nci dent whereby Anderson, while off-duty, followed a
Jeep, and, inter alia, exchanged words with the occupants and drew

his DART-issued firearm Follow ng his termnation, Anderson

IPursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



prot ested t hrough DART’ s di spute resol uti on process, whi ch i ncl uded
review by a Managenent Appeals Committee. Anderson’s request for
reinstatenent was ultimtely denied.

Anderson then filed this action agai nst DART, claimng raci al
discrimnation and retaliation, in violation of Title VII, 42
US C 8§ 2000e et seq., and constitutional violations under 42
U S C 88 1981, 1983, 1985, together with Texas common | aw cl ai ns.
The parties consented for the case to be transferred to a
magi strate judge. Subsequently, DART' s sunmary judgnent notion was
gr ant ed.

Ander son asserts essentially that the district court erred in
finding that he had not presented a material fact issue regarding
discrimnatory pretext in his termnation; that DART reasonably
bel i eved Anderson violated a work rule; and that DART is not a
“person” within the neaning of 8§ 1983. Having reviewed the record
and the briefs, and pursuant to FED. R Cv. P. 56, we affirmfor
essentially the reasons stated by the district court in its
conprehensi ve and wel | -reasoned opinion. See Anderson v. Dallas
Area Rapid Transit, CA3:97-CV-1834-BC (N.D. Tex. Sept. 29, 1998).°2

AFFI RVED

2DART advises it intends to seek fees and expenses on the
basis that this appeal is frivolous. Such relief is DEN ED
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