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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Northern
?uatg(ral ct of Georgia. (No. 2:94-CV-0005-WCO), WIlliam C. O Kell ey,

Bef ore EDMONDSON, Circuit Judge, FAY, Senior Circuit Judge, and
ALDRI CH, Senior District Judge.

FAY, Senior Circuit Judge:

Pursuant to Title VII of the CGvil Rights Act of 1964, 42
U.S.C. 8 2000e-2(a) (1994) and 42 U.S.C. § 1981 (1994), Appellant,
Chri stopher Todd Mayfield ("Mayfield"), an African-Anmerican
enpl oyee of Appellee, Patterson Punp Conpany ("Patterson") filed
suit against Patterson alleging that he was discrimnated agai nst
on the basis of race.’ Patterson noved for sunmary judgnent
contendi ng, anong other reasons, that Muyfield was fired for a
legitimate, nondi scrimnatory reason. The district court granted
summary judgnent in favor of Patterson on all counts. Mayfi el d
appeals only the district court's determnation that no issue of

fact exists as to whether he was unlawful ly term nated on the basis

"Honorable Ann Aldrich, Senior U.S. District Judge for the
Northern District of Chio, sitting by designation.

'More specifically, Mayfield contends he was unlawful |y
termnated on the basis of race, subjected to a racially hostile
environment, and subjected to disparate treatnent on the basis of
race.



of his race. Because we find that Myfield was fired for a
legitimate, nondi scrimnatory reason and that Mayfield has failed
to present any evidence of pretext, we agree with the district
court and affirmits order granting summary judgnent.

| . STATEMENT OF FACTS

On Novenber 6, 1989, Mayfield was hired by Patterson, a
manuf acturer of fire punps as a Punp Test Mechanic. Approxinmately
one nonth after being hired, Myfield was pronoted to Test
Technician on the recommendation of his supervisor Rod Pelot
("Pelot"). Pelot, pleased with Mayfield s performance as a Test
Techni ci an, and the conpany, believing he had the potential to
advance in managenent, recomended that Myfield be sent to
Patterson's supervisory devel opnent training program

On April 1, 1992, after Mayfield s conpletion of the
supervisory developnment training program and upon another
recommendation from Pelot, Myfield was pronoted to Senior Test
Technician, a newy created supervisory position. In this
capacity, Mayfield supervised other enpl oyees in the cl eani ng room
and test pit. As Senior Test Technician, instead of receiving an
hourly wage, Mayfield was paid an annual sal ary. Pel ot further
encouraged Mayfield to attend school in order to obtain future
pronotions, and Muyfield was also allowed to arrange his work
schedul e to accommpdate his school schedul e.

According to Pelot, upon Mayfield' s pronotion to Senior Test
Techni ci an his performance began to decline. Noting this decline,
Pelot talked with Myfield about his poor performance. On
Sept enber 25, 1992, Pelot term nated Mayfield. The witten reason



for the termination was "[i]nconpetence or failure to neet
reasonabl e standards of efficiency and repeated failure to neet
production standards which results in |loss of earnings to an entire
group of enployees." In particular, Pelot pointed to three
incidents that resulted in Muyfield s dismssal. The parties
di sagree on sone of the circunstances surrounding the three
incidents. Because we are legally obligated to view the evidence
inthe light nost favorable to the nonnoving party, we will resol ve
all inferences in Mayfield' s favor.

The first incident invol ved an unexcused absence t hat occurred
i n August of 1992. On August 20, 1992, a Thursday, Mayfield asked
Pelot if he could be excused from work on Saturday, August 22
1992, in order to help a local church put a roof on his father's
house. Pel ot granted the request. The parties agree that it
rai ned on Saturday, making it difficult to put a roof on Mayfield's
father's house. On Friday, August 21, 1992, Mayfield asked to be
excused fromwork that day because of an Internal Revenue Service
audit taking place in Atlanta. Again, Pelot gave Muyfield
perm ssion to mss work. On Monday, August 24, 1992, Mayfield had
afriend notify Pelot that he was stranded i n | ndi anapolis, Indiana
and woul d not be able to nake work. At this point, Pelot asserts
that he realized Mayfield had |ied about his plans for the

weekend.? Based on Mayfield' s unexcused absence on August 24th,

*Mayfiel d contends that since Patterson and Pelot did not
know the I RS excuse was a lie until after he was term nated, they
are precluded fromusing this "after acquired" evidence as a
reason to termnate him \Wile Mayfield may be correct that
Pelot at the time did not know the I RS excuse was a lie, Muyfield
offers no evidence to contradict Pelot's belief that Mayfield had
given himsone false information. It is also clear that prior to



Pel ot issued hima witten warning. In part the warning states
that the absence on August 24th, "will be considered an unexcused
absence because he failed to call ne personally, of his absence.
Todd is well aware of policy that either nyself or Jack C axton be
notified of any absences.” Mayfield contends that the reason he
did not personally call Pelot on August 24th was because he di d not
find it necessary to wake up at 5:00 a.m and place a call through
two or three long distance carriers, when a friend could nore
easily take care of it. Furthernore, upon his return, Miyfield
stated he was in Indianapolis interviewwng with a conpetitor of
Patt erson

The second incident involved the approval and shipnent of a
fire punp. Prior to its shipnent, Pelot discovered that the test
data of this punp, which had been approved by Mayfield for
shipment, did not neet the owner's specifications. Pel ot had
further work done on the punp to neet the owner's approval.
Mayfield affirms that the problemw th the punp lay with the punp
containing an erroneous nunber for the inpeller pattern. As a
result of this incident, Pelot issued Muyfield a second
di sci plinary reprimand.

Finally, the last event Patterson proffers as specific
evi dence of Mayfield s inconpetence is the warranty conpl etion of
the "Sandario 2 Punp." The Sandario 2 Punp was one punp out of
approximately ten that had been returned to Patterson for repairs.

As Seni or Test Technician, Mayfield was in charge of the cleaning

Sept enber 25, 1992, (the day Mayfield was term nated) Pel ot knew
Mayfield had |ied about his plans for the weekend.



and testing of the punp. Mayfield s primary responsibility was to
polish and grind the Sandario 2 Punp's inpeller in a tinely
f ashi on.

The final conpletion date for the Sandario 2 Punp was set for
Septenber 21, 1992. The inpeller, a part of the punp, needed to be
individually tested and installed in the punp prior to Septenber
21, 1992, the date the entire punp would be tested. As supervisor
of the cleaning roomand test pit, it was Mayfield' s responsibility
to ensure the project was conpleted on tine.

On Thursday, Septenber 17, 1992, the Sandario 2 Punp's
inmpeller was received in the cleaning room Two of Patterson's
nor e experienced enpl oyees were unavail able to grind and polish the
inmpeller. Terry Metcalfe ("Metcalfe") was assigned by Pelot to
performthe task. Mayfield asserts that Pelot placed Metcalfe on
the job, despite Mayfield s opposition because Mayfield wanted
Lewis Curry ("Curry") to clean the inpeller.

Met cal fe proceeded to work on the inpeller on Septenber 17th.
According to Mayfi el d, whenever he checked on Metcal fe's progress,
everyt hi ng was proceedi ng satisfactorily. Pelot, however, asserts
that when he reviewed the inpeller's progress, Metcalfe seened to
be having difficulties. Metcalfe continued to work on the inpeller
during Friday, Septenber 18, 1992. Curry worked on the inpeller
Friday night. Myfield was not required to work on Friday night
and he did not. He previously had i nfornmed Pel ot that he woul d be
attending a wedding in Atl anta on Sat urday, Septenber 19, 1992, and
woul d be unable to work all day Saturday. However, Mayfield told

Pel ot that he would check on the progress of the inpeller on



Sat ur day norni ng.

Sonetime between four and six in the norning of Saturday,
Septenber 19, 1992, Mayfield inspected the inpeller. WMuyfield did
not see anybody else at the plant that norning. Met cal fe
apparently arrived at work at five in the norning on Saturday, but
never saw Mayfi el d. Followng his wearly Saturday norning
i nspection, Muyfield concluded the work could be conpleted that
day.

Upon Pelot's arrival at Patterson on Saturday norning (he al so
never saw Mayfield), Pelot discovered that the supply of polishing
pads to clean the inpeller was running | ow, and he had to i npl enent
anot her procedure in order to conplete the polishing on tine. In
sum Pelot avers that he was required to performMayfield s job in
order to ensure tinely conpletion of the Sandario 2 Punp's
inmpeller. Mayfield returned to Patterson on Sunday, Septenber 20,
1992. Based primarily on these three incidents, Muyfield was
di sm ssed by Pel ot on Septenber 25, 1992.

Mayfield, believing he was dism ssed due to racial reasons
filed the instant suit against Patterson. In support of his
allegation of a discrimnatory dismssal, Myfield offers three
i ncidents which he clains show racial aninus.

The first incident occurred in July, 1991, when G bbs Crunpton
("Crunpton"), a Patterson supervisor, used the word "nigger" in
Mayfield' s presence. Mayfield reported the incident to Pelot, who
filed a witten conpl aint about the episode. JimDavis, Crunpton's
supervi sor, verbally reprimanded Crunpton and i nfornmed himthat if

it were to happen again, he would be term nated.



The next incident took place in June, 1992. Roger Poole, a
Patterson enpl oyee, told Pelot to "keep his nigger [Mayfield] away
fromhim" Pelot relayed this statenent to Mayfield. Poole was
issued a witten warning and told if it were to happen again he
woul d be fired.

The | ast episode occurred at the end of July 1992. Mayfield,
while on vacation, |learned from other enployees that the words
"Mayfield Nigger" were witten on a Patterson bathroom wall.
Initially, Reese Mayfield, a Patterson enployee (no relation to
Appel I ant Mayfield), infornmed Pel ot and Al Huber, the President of
Patterson, about the witing on the wall. After Reese Muyfield
tol d Pel ot and Huber, Appellant Mayfield, while on vacation, called
Pel ot and Huber inquiring about what was being done. Huber told
Mayfield that the words had been immedi ately renoved and he was
scheduling a neeting with the conpany's supervisors to advise them
about the conpany's policy concerning racial slurs. At the
schedul ed neeting, Huber stated that anyone caught using racia
slurs would face i mmedi ate disciplinary action.

Not wi t hst andi ng these three isolated incidents, Myfield at
his deposition stated that Pelot, the person who term nated him
was not racist and did not evaluate himon the basis of race.

1. STANDARD OF REVI EW
This Court "reviews grants of summary judgnent de novo,
appl ying the same | egal standard enployed by the district court in
the first instance." Hairston v. Gainesville Sun Pub. Co., 9 F.3d
913, 918 (11th Cir.1993), reh'g denied and reh' g en banc deni ed, 16
F.3d 1233 (11th G r.1994). Sunmmary judgnent is proper if the



pl eadi ngs, depositions, and affidavits show that there is no
genuine issue of material fact and that the noving party is
entitled to judgnent as a matter of law. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett,
477 U.S. 317, 322, 106 S.Ct. 2548, 2552, 91 L.Ed.2d 265 (1986)
(quoting Fed. R CGv.P. 56(c)). The evidence nust be viewed in the
I ight nost favorable to the nonnoving party. Augusta Iron & Steel
Wrrks, Inc. v. Enployers Ins. of Wausau, 835 F.2d 855, 856 (1li1th
Cir.1988).
[11. ANALYSI S

Title VII prohibits discrimnation on the basis of race,
color, religion, sex, or national originin a variety of enpl oynent
practices. See Wal ker v. NationsBank of Fla. N A, 53 F.3d 1548,
1555 (11th Cir.1995).° |In an enploynment discrimnation case, the
plaintiff bears the ultimate burden of proving that the defendant
intentionally discrimnated against the plaintiff. Texas Dept. of
Community Affairs v. Burdine, 450 U S. 248, 253, 101 S.C. 1089,
1093-94, 67 L.Ed.2d 207 (1981).

Because direct evidence of discrimnation can be difficult to
produce, the Supreme Court in MDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Geen, 411
US 792, 93 S. . 1817, 36 L. Ed.2d 668 (1973), created a framework
on the burden of production and order of presentation of proof to
anal yze circunstanti al evidence of discrimnation. See Nix v. WCY

Radi o/ Rahal | Communi cations, 738 F.2d 1181, 1184, reh' g deni ed, 747

%42 U.S.C.A. 8§ 2000e-2(a)(1) (1994) provides: "It shall be
an unl awful enpl oynent practice for an enployer to fail or refuse
to hire or to discharge any individual, or otherwise to
di scrim nate against any individual with respect to his
conpensation, ternms, conditions, or privileges of enploynent,
because of such individual's race, color, religion, sex or
national origin."



F.2d 710 (11th Cr.1984) (noting that MDonnell Douglas framework
is valuable tool for analyzing disparate treatnent cases). To
prove discrimnatory treatnment through circunstantial evidence:
(1) a plaintiff nust first nmake out a prima facie case, (2) then
the burden shifts to the defendant to produce |egitimate,
nondi scrimnatory reasons for the adverse enpl oynent action, and
(3) then the burden shifts back to the plaintiff to establish that
t hese reasons are pretextual. MDonnell Douglas, 411 U. S. at 802-
04, 93 S.Ct. at 1824-25.

Under the first part of the McDonnel | Douglas test, a
plaintiff may establish a prinma facie case by denonstrating that:
(1) he was a nenber of a protected class, (2) he was qualified for
the job, (3) he was term nated despite his qualifications, and (4)
after his termnation the position remained open and the enpl oyer
continued to seek applicants of simlar qualifications. MDonnel
Dougl as, 411 U.S. at 802, 93 S.Ct. at 1824. The parties seemto
agree that Mayfield can denonstrate a prinma facie case through the
four-part test in McDonnell Douglas. Although Patterson "does not
concede" that Mayfield can establish a prima facie case, Patterson
does not argue against it. Accordingly, because we believe
Mayfield can establish a prinma facie case and because Patterson
inplicitly agrees, we will not address this part of the MDonnel
Dougl as test.

Under the second part of the MDonnell Douglas test, the
burden shifts to Patterson to produce | egiti mate, nondi scrim natory
reasons for Mayfield' s discharge. Pelot, in his affidavit, stated

that he fired Mayfield because he "viewed [ Mayfield s] conduct as



i ntentional neglect of his job responsibilities and felt that the
only appropriate way to respond to such failure to performwas to
termnate [Mayfield s] enploynent with Patterson Punp Conpany."
The witten reason for the termnation was Mayfield' s
"[1]nconpetence or failure to neet reasonable standards of
efficiency and repeated failure to nmeet production standards which
results in loss of earnings to an entire group of enployees.” In
support of its enploynent decision, Patterson offered three
specific incidents as evidence of Mayfield s inconpetence. The
three incidents proffered by Patterson and Pel ot are as discussed
earlier: (1) Pelot's belief that Myfield lied concerning his
wher eabout s t he weekend of August 22, 1992, (2) Mayfield' s approval
of a punp for shipnent despite its failure to neet the owner's
speci fications, and (3) Mayfield s performance or |ack thereof on
the tinely conpletion of the Sandario 2 Punp's inpeller.

These are legitimate, nondi scrimnatory reasons to term nate
Mayfield. W believe that Patterson has net its burden under the
second part of the McDonnell Douglas test. Thus, we nust now turn
to the third part of the MDonnell Douglas test, which requires
Mayfield to establish that Patterson's reasons for his discharge
are pretextual. |In Texas Dept. of Community Affairs v. Burdine,
450 U.S. 248, 101 S.Ct. 1089, 67 L.Ed.2d 207 (1981), the Suprene
Court el aborated on the third part of the MDonnell Douglas test:

The plaintiff retains the burden of persuasion. She now
nmust have the opportunity to denonstrate that the proffered
reason was not the true reason for the enploynent decision.

Thi s burden now nmerges with the ultimte burden of persuadi ng

the court that she has been the victim of intentional

di scrimnation. She may succeed in this either directly by

persuadi ng the court that a discrimnatory reason nore |ikely
notivated the enployer or indirectly by showing that the



enpl oyer's proffered explanation is unworthy of credence.
Burdine, U S 450 at 256, 101 S. C. at 1095 (citing MDonnell
Dougl as, 411 U.S. at 804-05, 93 S.Ct. at 1825-26).

In St. Mary's Honor Center v. Hicks, 509 U S 502, 113 S.C
2742, 125 L.Ed.2d 407 (1993), the Suprene Court again attenpted to
clarify the McDonnell Douglas test. Addressing the third part of
the test, the Suprene Court stated that if "the defendant has
succeeded in carrying its burden of production, the MDonnell
Dougl as franework—ith its presunptions and burdens—+s no | onger
relevant.” Hcks, 509 U S. at 510, 113 S.C. at 2749. |nstead,
"the trier of fact proceeds to decide the ultimte question:
whet her plaintiff has proven "that the defendant intentionally
di scrimnated against [him' because of his race.” 1d. at 511, 113
S.C. at 2749 (quoting Burdine, 450 U.S. at 253, 101 S.Ct. at 1093-

94 (alteration not in original).*

*‘Unfortunately, Hicks has not clarified the issue anong the
circuit courts of what proof nust be presented by the plaintiff
to avoid summary judgnent based upon a contention that the
enpl oyer's explanation was false. See generally Waldron v. SL
| ndustries, Inc., 849 F. Supp. 996, 1004 n. 11 (D.N.J.1994)
(discussing circuit split), revid, 56 F.3d 491 (3d Cir.1995). 1In
fact, an apparent conflict exists within this circuit on the
i ssue. See Isenbergh v. Knight-R dder Newspaper Sales, Inc., 97
F.3d 436 (11th Cr.1996) (noting and discussing conflict in this
circuit); Walker v. NationsBank of Fla. N. A, 53 F.3d 1548,
1560- 65 (11th G r.1995) (J. Johnson's specially concurring
opi nion discussing conflict). As stated in nore detail in
| senber gh and Nati onsBank, the disagreenent stens mainly from
sonme | anguage used in the Suprene Court's opinion in Hicks, the
procedural setting of Hi cks—a bench trial, and sone opinions in
this circuit which have held that the fact finder's rejection of
defendant's proffered reasons is enough to defeat judgnment for
the enpl oyer. See Howard v. BP G| Co., 32 F.3d 520, 527 (11th
Cr.1994) ("fact finder's rejection of defendant's proffered
reasons iIs sufficient circunstantial evidence upon which to base
a judgnment for the plaintiff.") (citing H cks, 509 U S. at 510-
11, 113 S.C. at 2748-49); Hairston v. Gainesville Sun Publ.
Co., 9 F.3d 913, 920-21 (11th G r.1993), reh'g denied and reh'g



In any event, for purposes of the case before us, we need not
resol ve the apparent conflict withinthis circuit on whether a fact
finder's possible disbelief of the enployer's proffered reasons is
sufficient to defeat judgnent for the defendant or whether a
plaintiff nust show both that the enployer's reason for the
decision was false and that discrimnation was the real reason
because Mayfield has failed to produce any evidence that
Patterson's explanation is false or unworthy of credence.

In this case, Muyfield had to produce evidence that
Patterson's reasons for his discharge were a pretext for
discrimnation. A plaintiff may prove pretext "either directly by
persuading the court that a discrimnatory reason nore likely
noti vated t he enpl oyer or indirectly by showi ng that the enpl oyer's
proffered explanation is unworthy of credence.” Burdine, 450 U. S
at 256, 101 S. . at 1095. "[ Bl ecause the plaintiff bears the
burden of establishing pretext [for discrimnation], he nust
present "significant probative' evidence on the issue to avoid
summary judgnment." See | senbergh v. Kni ght-Ri dder Newspaper Sal es,
Inc., 97 F.3d 436, 443-44 (11th G r.1996) (quoting Young v. General
Foods Corp., 840 F.2d 825, 829 (11th G r.1988)) (quoting Anderson
v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U. S. 242, 249-50, 106 S.Ct. 2505, 2510-
11, 91 L.Ed.2d 202 (1986)). "Conclusory allegations of

en banc denied, 16 F.3d 1233 (11th G r.1994) (plaintiff can
establish pretext by show ng that proffered explanation is
unwort hy of credence). Contrary to Howard and Hai rston, the

| senbergh panel interprets H cks as requiring a plaintiff to show
"that the enployer's proffered reason for the adverse enpl oynent
deci sion was false and that discrimnation was the real reason."”

| senbergh v. Knight-Ri dder Newspaper Sales, Inc., 97 F.3d 436,
440 (11th Cir.1996) (enphasis added).



di scrimnation, wthout nore, are not sufficient to raise an
inference of pretext or intentional discrimnation where [an
enpl oyer] has offered ... extensive evidence of Ilegitimte,
non-di scrimnatory reasons for its actions.” 1senbergh v. Knight-
Ri dder Newspaper Sales, Inc., 97 F.3d 436, 443-44 (11th G r.1996)
(quoting Young v. Ceneral Foods Corp., 840 F.2d 825, 830 (1li1th
Cir.1988)) (quoting Gigsby v. Reynolds Metals Co., 821 F.2d 590,
597 (11th Cir.1987)).

Mayfield makes the followng argunents to establish that
Patterson's explanation for his discharge was a pretext for
discrimnation: (1) the reasons are filled with inconsistencies,
(2) the reasons are not worthy of belief, and (3) a discrimnatory
reason was nore |ikely the real notivation for Patterson. However,
none of Mayfield' s argunents are supported in the record.

First, Muyfield asserts that the witten reason for his
term nation which states that "[i]nconpetence or failure to neet
reasonabl e standards of efficiency and repeated failure to neet
production standards which results in |l oss of earnings to an entire
group of enployees” is inconsistent with the three specific
exanpl es proffered by Patterson. Instead, Myfield contends that
Patterson changed the reason it termnated him The district court
found that "[t]he consistent reason offered for [Mayfield' s]
termnation is failure to perform his job duties adequately.
Pelot's later statements sinply offer nore details regarding
percei ved i nadequacies in plaintiff's job performance.” W agree
with the district court. There is nothing inconsistent between the

witten reason and the nore specific reasons justifying Mayfield's



term nation. The gravamen of Mayfield' s termnation was his
failure to adequately performhis duty as Senior Test Technician.
The nore particular reasons given by Pelot are just specific
exanples of how Mayfield was inconpetent and failed to neet
reasonabl e standards of efficiency.

Next, Mayfield attenpts to show that Patterson's reasons for
hi s di scharge are not worthy of belief. Mayfield, in his affidavit
and depositions asserts that there are questions of fact
surrounding the three incidents which indicate that the incidents
were false or, at the very least, raise issues of fact that
preclude the entry of summary judgnent. Although there nay be sone
guestions concerning sone of the details, Mayfield fails to offer
evi dence that the reasons for his discharge are false. He also
refutes totally any suggestion that Pelot was notivated by race.

For exanple, Mayfield attenpts to create an issue of fact
regardi ng his approval of the punp for shipnment. Myfield concedes
he approved the shipnent of the punp, despite test data that
revealed the failure of the punp to neet its owner's
specifications. Rather, Mayfield offers as an explanation for this
m shap that the punp had a wwong nunber for the inpeller pattern.
Even if we were to accept Mayfield s explanation as true, it does
not explain how he woul d have approved shi pnent of the punp even
though it did not satisfy the owner's specifications.

Anot her exanpl e concerns the Sandario 2 Punp's inpeller. A
that Mayfield asserts on this exanple is that he disagreed with the
person who Pelot assigned to do the work. Mayfield does not

di sagree or raise a question of fact that it was his responsibility



to oversee the tinmely conpletion of the project nor that it was
Pel ot and not Mayfiel d who oversaw t he cl eani ng and grindi ng of the
i mpel | er.

Finally, Mayfield alleges that a discrimnatory reason nore
likely notivated Patterson and Pelot's decision to term nate him
I n support of this pretextual argunent, Mayfield proffers the three
raci al incidents and his unexcused absence on August 24, 1992.

Mayfield proffers the unexcused absence as addi ti onal evi dence
that discrimnation was the true reason he was term nated. On
August 24, 1992, Mayfield was issued a witten reprinmand for
failing to call Pel ot or Jack C axton personal |y about bei ng absent
on August 24th. Mayfield does not contest that he was absent,
instead Mayfield argues this incident depicts he was treated
differently than white supervisors at Patterson. According to
Mayfield, white supervisors did not have to call Pelot or C axton
personally when they were going to be absent. There is sinply
not hing offered in support of this statenent.

It is uncontroverted that Pel ot recommended Mayfield for each
of his pronpotions. It is also undisputed that Pelot imediately
took corrective action followwng the three racist incidents
referred to himby Myfield. It is also uncontested that Pel ot
made the decision to fire Mayfield. Furthernore, Mayfield during
his deposition stated that Pelot was not racist and did not

eval uate himon the basis of race.® In sum Mayfield has failed to

°A: [Pelot] didn't understand the raci smdown here. He was
fromCalifornia, so he didn't understand that.

Q Dd, did, uh, did you detect any, uh, or perceive
any racismon his part?



of fer any evidence to showthat a discrimnatory reason nore |likely
notivated Pelot's decision to termnate himor that Pelot treated
Mayfield differently from other white supervisors. Rat her, the
evi dence shows that Pelot was not racist and that Myfield was
fired for a legitimate, nondi scrimnatory reason.
| V. CONCLUSI ON

For the foregoing reasons, we conclude that there are no
genuine issues of material fact and that the district court
properly granted Patterson's notion for summary judgnent. The

j udgnment of the district court is AFFI RMED

A No, | did not.

Q Do you think that he, uh, evaluated you based upon
you as an individual, rather than you—than your race?

A. Yes, he did.



