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

No. 99-60601
Summary Cal ender

THURMAN D. MULLI NS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
V.

SHERRY WALL, individually and in her official
capacity as Adm nistrative Assistant and Safety
Coordi nator, Physical Plant Departnent, The

Uni versity of M ssissippi,

Def endant - Appel | ee,
THURMAN D. MJLLI NS,
Plaintiff,
V.

ROBI N BUCHANNON, in her individual capacity for
damages and in her official capacity for injunctive
relief; JOE SYMONS, in his individual capacity for
damages and in his official capacity for injunctive
relief; BUDDY KAHLER, in his individual capacity for
damages and in his official capacity for injunctive
relief,

Def endant s,

* * * *x *x % % * * *x *

No. 00-60019

THURMAN D. MULLI NS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,



ROBI N BUCHANNON, in her individual capacity for
damages and in her official capacity for injunctive
relief; JOE SYMONS, in his individual capacity for
damages and in his official capacity for injunctive
relief; BUDDY KAHLER, in his individual capacity for
damages and in his official capacity for injunctive
relief,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
(1:97- CV-415-B-D)

August 9, 2000
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

In this consolidated appeal, appellant Thurman D. Mullins
(“Mullins”) contests the district court’s rulings dismssing his
di scrimnation clains agai nst appellee conmttee chair Sherry
Vall (“Wall”) and appell ees conmttee nenbers Robi n Buchannan,
Joe Synons, and Buddy Kahler (“the Committee”) respectively. In
his first cause of action, Miullins clained that Wall caused the
Commttee to discrimnate agai nst himwhen she wi thheld negative
i nformati on about Marion Vaughn (“Vaughn”), a female and the
successful job applicant, that would have disqualified Vaughn

fromconsideration for the job. |In addition, Millins asserted

Pursuant to 5" Cir. R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunmstances set forth in 5" Gr. R
47.5. 4.



that Wall stated that it “wouldn’t be no problemto hire a female
applicant,” and that Wall |ied about having obtained a gl ow ng
recommendati on from Vaughn’s fornmer enployer. 1In his second
cause of action, filed before the district court dismssed the
first, Mullins averred that the Commttee discrimnated agai nst
hi m by giving better nunerical ratings to candi dates |ess
qualified than he.

The district court granted Wall’s notion for sunmary
j udgnent on August 12, 1999; it dism ssed Millins s case agai nst
the Comnm ttee on Decenber 15, 1999. The district court
concluded, in both rulings, that the defendants had articul ated a
legitimate, non-discrimnatory reason for Mullins’s failure to
obtain the job: he was not as qualified as the other candi dates.
| ndeed, Mullins ranked fifth out of six applicants for the job,
and anot her mal e, Randy Bynum was the hi ghest ranked mal e who
did not get the job. Because Miullins could not show that he
woul d have received the job but for the discrimnation, the
district court granted sunmary judgnent in the defendants’ favor.

After a thorough review of the judgnents appeal ed shoul d be
affirmed for essentially the reasons set forth by the district
court.

AFFI RVED.



