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Plaintiff-Appellant Deborah Coker appeals from district
court’s summary judgnent dismssing all of her clains against
Def endant - Appel lee Dixie Mtors, Inc. (“Dixie”), sone of its
enpl oyees and officers, and its insolvent insurer, on behalf of
whi ch Def endant - Appel | ee Loui si ana | nsurance Guaranty Associ ation
(“LI'GA”) had intervened. Coker asserted clains under Title VIl of

the CGvil R ghts Act of 1964 and the Equal Pay Act, as well as

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



state | aw cl ai s under Loui siana | aw. Coker’s cl ains were grounded
in allegations of discrimnation on the basis of her sex through
creation of a hostile work environnent, pay below a simlarly-
situated nal e enpl oyee, and constructive di scharge.

Dixie filed a notion for summary j udgnent seeki ng di sm ssal of
Coker’s cl ai ns. Dixie asserted that the individuals who
purportedly created the hostil e work environnent were not enpl oyees
of Dixie but of a separate entity in which D xie owed 50% of the
stock and thus had neither |egal nor actual control of that entity
or its enployees. Dixie also contended that Coker’s Equal Pay Act
claimcould not succeed because the nmal e enpl oyee with whom Coker
sought to be conpared was not simlarly situated. And, Dixie
i nsisted that Coker had failed to all ege or adduce facts sufficient
to create a genui ne di spute about constructive discharge.

In a lengthy, detailed, and well-reasoned opinion entitled
Order and Reasons, the district court fully explicated the basis
for its grant of Dixie's notion for summary judgnment di sm ssing
Coker’s action. Thereafter, Coker sought reconsideration and the
district court i ssued conprehensive suppl enental opi ni ons
explaining its denial of rehearing.

On appeal, Coker contends generally that the district court
erred ingranting Dixie s notion for summary judgnent, specifically
conplaining of the court’s failure to order joinder of parties and

to grant Coker’s notions for reconsideration, as well as the



court’s refusal to decline to exercise supplenental jurisdiction
over Coker’s state |aw clains.

In addition to considering the opinions of the district court
granting summary judgnent of dism ssal of Coker’s conplaint and
denyi ng reconsi deration, we have carefully reviewed the appellate
briefs of counsel for the opposing parties and the entire record on
appeal . Based on our consideration of the foregoing and our
application of the pertinent lawto the operable facts in the |Iight
nmost favorable to Coker as non-novant, we are firmly convinced by

our de novo review that the district court’s grant of summary

judgnent dismssing Coker’'s clains was legally correct and
supported by the facts when vi ewed nost favorably to Coker and the
| aw applicable thereto; and we are equally satisfied that the
district court properly exercised its discretion in denying
rehearing and in considering and disposing of Coker’s state |aw
clains. For essentially the reasons set forth in the witings of
the district court, we affirm the dismssal of Coker’s action,
i ncluding her state law clains, and also affirmthe court’s deni al
of her notions for rehearing.
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