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Appel l ant, Bhim Ranmroop (Ranroop) challenges the district
court’s dism ssal on summary judgnment of his enpl oynent
discrimnation and retaliation clains agai nst his enpl oyer, Cooper
Caneron, following his termnation from enploynent wth that

conpany. Essentially for the reasons stated by the district court

"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opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under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.



in its nmenorandum and order of March 20, 2006, we nodify the

court’s judgnent in one respect and as nodified affirm the

j udgnent .

In summary, the record fully supports the district court’s
determ nations that:

1. Rantroop was termnated for legitimate, non-discrimnatory
reasons - his aggressive and di sruptive behavi or over a period
of several nonths - for which he was warned both verbally and
in witing.

2. Ranroop failed to produce sunmary judgnent evidence that
Cooper Caneron’s stated reasons for termnation were
pretextual or that Ranroop’s FM.LA leave was a notivating
factor in his term nation

3. Simlarly, the record denonstrates that Ranroop’s term nation
had nothing to do with his EECC charge of discrimnation filed
several nonths before his term nation

4. The district court declined to exercise supplenenta
jurisdiction over appellant’s state | awassault claimasserted
agai nst one of his superiors, Fred Holl and. The district
court inadvertently overlooked expressly dealing with the
related state |aw assault claim appellant asserted against
Cooper Caneron. W are satisfied that this was an oversi ght
and that the district court intended to decline jurisdiction
over this claimalso. This was well within the discretion of

the district court.



Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court dismssing
petitioner’s federal clains agai nst Cooper Caneron is AFFI RVED.
We nodify the judgnent to reflect a dism ssal w thout prejudice of
the plaintiff’s state | aw assault cl ai ns agai nst Cooper Caneron and
Hol | and and as nodified we also affirmthat judgnent.

AFFI RMED AS MODI FI ED.



