IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-10212
Summary Cal endar

DANI EL RODRI GUEZ- ROSAS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

ANDREW M CUOMO, SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF HOUSI NG AND URBAN DEVELCOPMENT,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(4:97-CV-664-Y)

July 14, 1999
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM JONES, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The district court granted Appel |l ee Cuono’s notion for summary
judgnent in this Title VII case. Appellant Rodriguez-Rosas argues
on appeal that the district court abused its discretionin granting
Cuonp’ s notion for continuance; that the district court abused its
di scretion in sanctioning Rodri guez-Rosas for failing to appear at
a settlenent conference; that the district court erred in striking
Rodri guez- Rosas’ s docunents in support of his notion for summary

judgnent; and that the district court erred in granting Cuono’s

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determn 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



nmotion for summary judgnent. Finding that these argunents | ack
merit, we AFFIRM

First, we review for an abuse of discretion the district
court’s decision to grant Cuonpb a continuance, see Fontenot v.
Upj ohn Co., 780 F.2d 1190, 1193 (5th Gr. 1986), and we find no
evi dence denonstrating that the court abused its discretion in
granting Cuono’s notion. W also review the district court’s
sanction order for an abuse of discretion. See Scaife v.
Associated Air Center, Inc., 100 F.3d 406, 409 (5th Gr. 1996).
The sanction order was consistent with FRCP 16(f) and was not an
abuse of discretion. Finally, Rodriguez-Rosas urges that the
district court erred in striking docunents he submtted in support
of his notion for summary judgnent and in granting Cuono’s notion
for summary judgnment. W concl ude that the docunents were properly
excluded, but, even if the district court had considered the
docunent s t hat Rodri guez- Rosas nai nt ai ns wer e erroneousl y excl uded,
the court’s grant of summary judgnent in favor of Cuonb was proper.
Rodri guez-Rosas did not establish a prima facie case of a
retaliation or a hostile work environnent claim and he did not
denonstrate that the nondi scrimnatory reason offered by Cuono for
Rodri guez-Rosas’s treatnent was in fact pretextual.
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