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Chel sea L. Connor, proceeding pro se, noves to proceed in
forma pauperis (I FP) on appeal fromthe district court’s grant of
Sonoco Products Conpany’s (Sonoco) summary judgnent notion and
the dism ssal of her civil conplaint. Connor raised clains
agai nst Sonoco under Title VII of the Gvil R ghts Act of 1964
and the Texas Labor Code, alleging that Sonoco term nated her
enploynent in retaliation for her filing a sexual harassnent
claimand for exercising her rights under the Texas Wrkers’

Conpensati on Act.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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A nmovant for |eave to proceed | FP on appeal nust show t hat
she is a pauper and that the appeal is taken in good faith, i.e.,

t he appeal presents nonfrivol ous issues. Carson v. Polley,

689 F.2d 562, 586 (5th Cir. 1982); 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(3).

After a de novo review, we conclude that the summary judgnent

evi dence indicated that Connor was termnated for failing to tel
her supervisor that she was | eaving the plant and that said
failure was considered by Sonoco to be the last straw in a string
of incidents in which Connor had exhi bited poor performance on
the job and had ignored her supervisors’ instructions. See

Thomas v. LTV Corp., 39 F.3d 611, 616 (5th Cr. 1994). Although

Connor may have been under the perception that she either did not
need to tell her supervisor that she was |eaving the plant or
that she could tell any supervisor at the plant that she was

| eavi ng, and not her inmmedi ate supervisor, Connor signed the

enpl oyee conduct policy that stated she could be term nated

W t hout warning for |eaving the plant w thout authorization, and
she was verbally advised to tell her supervisor if she left her
wor k ar ea.

Mor eover, the summary judgnent evidence indicated that
Sonoco’ s perception was that Connor was supposed to tell her
supervi sor that she was | eaving the plant and that Sonoco
consi dered such action inportant because it allowed the
supervi sor a chance to find a replacenent for the |line.

Connor did not carry her burden of showi ng that she woul d not
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have been fired but for her filing sexual harassnent and workers’

conpensation clains. See Shackelford v. Deloitte & Touche,

190 F. 3d 398, 408-09 (5th Gr. 1999); Haggar Cothing Co. v.

Her nandez, 164 S. W 3d 386, 386 (Tex. 2005).
Connor’s conpl aint also raised a claimof negligence;
however, as she has failed to address that claimon appeal, it

has been abandoned. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy

Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987); Yohey v.

Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993). As Connor also fails
to assert any error by the district court with respect to its
deni al of the notions pending when Sonoco’ s sunmary j udgnment
nmoti on was denied and its denial of her August 15, 2005, notion
for newtrial, her appeals fromthose rulings have al so been
abandoned. |d.

Connor has failed to denonstrate that her appeal involves

nonfrivol ous issues. Accordingly, IT 1S ORDERED that the notion

for leave to proceed IFP is DEN ED and the appeal is DI SM SSED AS

FRI VOLOUS. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Gr

1983); 5THQAR R 42.2.



