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

Summary Cal endar
No. 99-60718

JOSEPH ABSTOQON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
V.
FI RST CHEM CAL CORPORATI ON, Etc.; ET AL;
Def endant .

FI RST CHEM CAL CORPORATI QN, or that entity doi ng business as
First Chem cal Corp.,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Southern District of M ssissippi, Southern D vision
Gvil Action No. 1:98Cv1i12

May 3, 2000
Bef ore SM TH, BARKSDALE and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Concerni ng sunmary judgnment being awarded to Appellee in
Joseph Abston's action arising out his being denied particul ar
job training and all eged hostile working conditions, Abston
contends that the district court erred in finding the existence
of no material facts precluding sunmary judgnent.

“We review a grant of summary judgnent de novo.” Kipps v.

1 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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Caillier, 197 F.3d 765, 768 (5th Cr. 1999). A district court's
award of summary judgnent is reviewed “using the sane standard as
that enployed initially by the district court under Rule 56.”
Stout v. Borg-Warner Corp., 933 F.2d 331, 334 (5th Gr. 1991).
Pursuant to Rule 56, summary judgnent is appropriate only where
“there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and the noving
party is entitled to judgnent as a matter of law.” Fep. R Qw.

P. 56.

Based on our review of the record and briefs, there is no
genui ne issue of material fact precluding the district court from
finding summary judgnent in favor of the Appellee. Therefore,
for essentially the sane reasons as those stated by the district
court, see generally Abston v. First Chem cal Corp., No.
1:98CVv112 (S.D. Mss. 1999) (unpublished), the judgnent is
AFFI RVED.



