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PER CURI AM

Barbara Jean Seals appeals from the district court's® grant of
sunmary judgnent to the Division of Youth Services (DYS) in her ADEA
action. For the reasons discussed below, we affirmthe judgnent of the
district court.

Seal s all eged DYS discriminated agai nst her on the basis of age by
term nating her enploynent as an aftercare youth counselor. DYS noved for
summary judgnent and provi ded evi dence Seal s was discharged for legitinate,
non-di scrimnatory reasons: she failed to maintain periodic contact with
the famlies assigned to her, she could not account for certain mleage on
her state car, and she
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forged her supervisor's signature on several reports. The district court
granted DYS summary judgment, concluding Seals had submitted no evi dence
i ndicating a genuine, material, factual dispute as to the reasons for her
di schar ge.

This court reviews de novo the district court's grant of summary
judgnent to determ ne whether the record, when viewed in the |ight nost
favorable to the non-noving party, shows there is no genuine issue as to
a material fact and the noving party is entitled to judgnent as a matter
of law. See Davenport v. R verview Gardens School Dist., 30 F.3d 940, 944
(8th CGr. 1994). Assum ng arguendo Seal s established a prinma facie case,

her statenents and subni ssions neither rebut defendants' evidence of her
i nadequat e performance, nor offer evidence that DYS s articul ated reasons
for her termnation--failing to naintain client contact, unaccounted for
m | eage on a state car, and forging supervisor signatures--were a pretext
for intentional discrimnation. See Hutson v. MDonnell Douglas Corp., 63
F.3d 771, 776-77 (8th Cr. 1995).

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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