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PER CURI AM *
Deborah Harnon filed a conplaint alleging that her enpl oyer,

Sai nt Gobain Containers, Inc. (“SG), discrimnated against her in
violation of the Anericans with Disabilities Act (“ADA’) and the
Loui si ana Enpl oynent Discrimnation Law. Specifically, Harnon
argued that she was actually disabled and that SG discrimnated
against her on the basis of such disability, and, in the
alternative, that she was not actually disabled, but that SG

regarded her as disabled in violation of federal and state |aw.

" Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



She al so argued that SG unlawfully retaliated against her for her
conplaints of its allegedly discrimnatory treatnent, in violation
of the ADA

The district court, finding no genuine issue of material fact,
granted sunmary judgnent to SG on the discrimnation claim which
Har nron now appeals.! Harnon also appeals three non-dispositive
nmotions relating to docket managenent and supervi si on of di scovery.

We find, for the reasons articulated by the district court,
t hat Harnon was not di sabled as a matter of |aw and that SG di d not
regard her as disabled under the ADA's definition of that term

See 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2) (West 2004); Sutton v. United Airlines,

Inc., 527 U.S. 471, 477-78 (1999). W also find -- to the extent
this issue is not waived by Harnon’s scant briefing of it -- that
the district court did not abuse its anple discretion in ruling on

t he non-di spositive notions. See, e.d., Andrade v. Chojnacki, 338

F.3d 448, 454 (5th Gr. 2003). Accordingly, the judgnent of the
district court is

AFFI RVED.

The district court also found that Harnon failed to file an
adm ni strative charge on her retaliation claim(which is necessary
to sustain a lawsuit in federal court), and thus dism ssed that
claim Harnon does not appeal this determ nation.
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