UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-20947
Summary Cal endar

DONNIE D. SM TH,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

BAKER GLASS COVPANY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

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

(CA H 96-565)
July 1, 1997
Bef ore JONES, DeMOSS and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Donnie D. Smth (“Smth”) appeals the district court’s order
granting summary judgnent to the appellee, contending that the
district court erred in granting summary judgnent on his claim
under the Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (“ADEA"), 29 U S. C

8§ 621 et al. After having reviewed the parties’ argunents and the

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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



record, we conclude that the district court commtted no reversible
error. Smth did not present, as required under the famliar
burden-shifting framework outlined in MDonnell Douglas Corp. V.
Green, 411 U.S. 792, 93 S. C. 1817, 36 L. Ed. 2d 668 (1973),
At kinson v. Denton Publishing Co., 84 F.3d 144, 148 (5th Gr.
1996), evidence that woul d support a reasonable inference that the
appel | ee-enpl oyer’s proffered reasons for Smth's discharge were
pretext or that age actually notivated the discharge. See Hall v.
Gllman Inc., 81 F.3d 35, 36 (5th Cr. 1996); Rhodes v. GQuiberson
Ol Tools, 75 F.3d 989, 993 (5th Cr. 1996). The correctness of
the decision resulting in the adverse enploynent action is not
relevant to the denonstration of a discrimnatory notive, Jeffries
v. Harris County Community Action Ass’'n, 615 F.2d 1025, 1036 (5th
Cir. 1980); Pesterfield v. Tenn. Valley Authority, 941 F.2d 437,
443 (6th Cir. 1991) (citing cases), and Smth failed to denonstrate
t hat age di scrimnation, rather than the enpl oyer-appell ee’ s beli ef
that Smth had violated conpany policy, was the basis of his

di schar ge.



