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

No. 01-30698
Summary Cal endar

SAHI B SI NGH CHEHL,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
SOUTHERN UNI VERSI TY AND AGRI CULTURAL AND MECHANI CAL COLLECE
EDWARD R JACKSON, HUEY LAWSON, MARVI N YATES; WLLIAME. MOORE
ERNEST L. WALKER

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 98- CV-640-D

© April 1, 2002

Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Sahi b Si ngh Chehl appeals fromthe sunmary-j udgnment
dism ssal of his clainms under 42 U . S.C. 8§ 1981, Title VIl of the
Cvil Rghts Act of 1964 (“Title VI1”), and the Age
Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (“ADEA’) against his enpl oyer,
Sout hern University and Agricultural & Mechanical College

(“Southern”), Edward R Jackson, Huey Lawson, Marvin Yates,

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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WIlliamE Moore, and Ernest L. Wal ker. Chehl also brought a

cl ai m agai nst Sout hern under Louisiana |law for unjust enrichnent.
Chehl does not argue that the district court erred in

di smssing his ADEA claimor his claimfor unjust enrichnent.

Thus he has wai ved any argunment he m ght have asserted with

respect to the district court’s dismssal of these clains. See

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).

Turning to Chehl’s clains agai nst the individual defendants,
we hold that the district court did not err in dismssing Chehl’s
Title VII clains, as Title VII does not inpose personal liability

on i ndi vi dual s. See | ndest v. Freeman Decorating, Inc., 164 F. 3d

258, 262 (5th Cr. 1999). W are unable to discern any argunent
in Chehl’s brief that the district court erred in dismssing the
cl ai s agai nst the individual defendants brought pursuant to 42
US C 8§ 1981. |If an appellant fails to make argunents in his
brief, they are deened abandoned. See Yohey, 985 F.2d at 224-25.
Chehl has al so stated clainms under 42 U.S.C. § 1981 and
under Title VIl against Southern. Wth respect to the forner,

this court nust sua sponte raise the issue of its subject-matter

jurisdiction. See McDonald v. Bd. of Mss. Levee Conmirs, 832

F.2d 901, 906 (5th Gr. 1987). W have held that Congress did
not express an intent to waive the states’ Eleventh Amendnent

imunity fromsuits under 42 U S.C. 8§ 1981. See Sessions v. Rusk

State Hosp., 648 F.2d 1066, 1069 (5th Gr. 1981). W have al so

held that Southern is a state entity entitled to assert Eleventh

Amendnment imunity. See Richardson v. Southern Univ., 118 F.3d

450, 456 (5th Cr. 1997). As Southern is entitled to imunity
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fromChehl’'s 42 U S.C. § 1981 claim this court is wthout

subject-matter jurisdiction. See Burge v. Parish of St. Tammany,

187 F. 3d 452, 465-66 (5th Cr. 1999).

Chehl’ s conplaint alleged that Southern has discrimnatory
conpensation practices and that he was unlawful |y renoved as
Director of the Aerospace Research and Education Project (“AREP’)
and as Chairman of the Mechani cal Engi neering Departnent due to
his race and religion. After a careful review of Chehl’s
argunents and the record, we find no error on the part of the
district court.

Chehl’s conplaint also alleged a Title VII retaliation claim
agai nst Southern. Chehl alleges that in retaliation for his
conpl aints regarding Southern’s allegedly discrimnatory
conpensation practices he was renoved fromhis positions as
Director of AREP and departnent chairman. W express no opinion

as to whether Chehl has made out a prima facie case on his Title

VIl retaliation claim However, after a careful review of
Chehl’s argunents and the record, we hold that Chehl has failed
to show that any of the legitimte, nonretaliatory justifications
of fered by Southern for Chehl’s renpval fromthese positions was
pretextual, or that he would not have been renoved fromthese
positions “but for” his participation in protected activity. See

Evans v. Gty of Houston, 246 F.3d 344, 354-55 (5th GCr. 2001).

The judgnent of the district court is in all respects

AFFI RVED.



