UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 01-50226

Summary Cal endar

JoMari e Pari se,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

CenturyTel Tel ecomrunications, Inc.,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Texas

( 00-Cv-180 )
Cctober 1, 2001

Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

JoMari e Parise appeals the district court’s grant of summary
] udgnment in favor of her for mer enpl oyer, CenturyTel
Tel ecommuni cations, Inc. (“CenturyTel”). Pari se argues that she

has established a prima facie case for her clainms that CenturyTel

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.



refused to pronote her and eventually fired her because of her
gender in violation of Title VI| of the Cvil R ghts Act. See 42
U S.C. 88 2000e-2(a)(1l) (1994).

W review a district court’s grant of summary judgnent de

novo. Chaney v. New Ol eans Pub. Facility Mgnt., Inc., 179 F. 3d

164, 167 (5th Cr. 1999); Gines v. Texas Dep’t of Mental Health &

Mental Retardation, 102 F.3d 137, 139 (5th Cr. 1996). “Sunmary

judgnent is appropriate when there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact and the novant is entitled to judgnent as a matter of

| aw. Gines, 102 F. 3d at 139 (citing Fed. R Gv. P. 56(c)). In
enpl oynent di scrimnation cases, the question is whether a genuine
issue of fact exists as to whether the defendant intentionally
discrimnated against the plaintiff. Id. Unsubst anti at ed
assertions are not conpetent summary judgnment evidence. Chaney,
179 F. 3d at 167; Gines, 102 F.3d at 139.

A Title VII plaintiff bears the initial burden to prove a

prima facie case of discrimnation. McDonnel |l Douglas Corp. V.

Green, 411 U S. 792, 801-03, 93 S.Ct. 1817, 1824 (1973). *“Once
t hat show ng has been nade, the burden of production shifts to the
enpl oyer to articulate a legitimate, non-di scrimnatory reason for

t he enpl oynent action.” Mnoz v. Or, 200 F. 3d 291, 299 (5th Gr.

2000) (citing MDonnell Douglas, 411 U S. at 802-03). The

plaintiff nust then denonstrate that the enployer’s reason was
pretext. 1d. “Thus, aplaintiff’s prima facie case, conbined with

sufficient evidence to find that the enployer’'s asserted



justification is false, may permt the trier of fact to conclude

that the enployer unlawfully discrimnated.” Reeves v. Sanderson

Plunbing Prods., Inc., 530 U S 133, 135, 120 S. C&. 2097, 2109

(2000) .

Viewi ng the evidence in the |light nost favorable to Parise, we
find that CenturyTel presented evidence of nondiscrimnatory
reasons for its decision not to pronote and eventually to fire
Parise, and that Parise failed to show pretext or falsity of the
explanation. W therefore affirmthe district court’s order dated
Novenber 30, 2000.

AFFI RVED.



