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PER CURI AM *

Veroni ca Hi gnoj oz appeal s an adverse summary judgnent in her
Title VIl gender discrimnation and retaliation action against the
City of San Antoni o, Texas.

I n January 1993, Hi gnoj oz was enpl oyed as a detention guard at

the Detention Facility Center of the San Antoni o Municipal Courts

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



Bui | di ng. In July of that year, she was pronoted to detention
guard supervisor and placed on a six-nonth probationary period.
But, because her performance rating during this period was
unsati sfactory, she was denot ed upon conpl eti on of the probationary
peri od.

Foll ow ng her denotion, H gnojoz filed an internal Equal
Enpl oynent Qpportunity conplaint. At the tine she did so, she was
on light-duty outside the Detention Center as a result of an on-
the-job injury; but, she was transferred back to the Detention
Center the day after she filed the conplaint.

I n January 1995, Hignojoz filed a charge of discrimnation and
retaliation with the Equal Enploynent Qpportunity Conmm ssion
(EEQC). She anended her EEQCC charge in Septenber 1995, alleging
further retaliation. Hi gnojoz was term nated i n January 1996, and
she anended her EECC charge again in February 1996

Hi gnoj oz subsequently filed this action against San Antoni o,
claimng gender discrimnation and retaliation for conpl ai ning of
this discrimnation, all in violation of Title VII. The parties
consented to trial before a magistrate judge. San Antonio’s
summary j udgnent notion, pursuant to FEDERAL RULE OF C vi L PROCEDURE 56,
was granted.

O course, we review a summary judgnent de novo. E.g., Burns
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v. Harris County Bail Bond Board, 139 F.3d 513, 517 (5th Cr.
1998). Based upon our review of the record and briefs, we agree
with the conclusions in the conprehensive and wel | -reasoned opi ni on
of the district court that: (1) Hignojoz failed to present a
material fact issue to rebut San Antonio’s legitimte non-
di scrimnatory reasons for denoting her; (2) she failed to present
a material fact issue that she was denoted because of her gender;
and (3) she failed, for her retaliation claim to present a
material fact issue regarding a connection between her protected
activity and either her adm ni strative suspensi on or her di scharge.
Hi gnojoz v. City of San Antoni o, SA-97-CA-0633 (WD. Tex. Cct. 1,
1998) .
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