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PER CURI AM

Eddie WIlianms, a custodian at Knob Noster School District, brought
this action wunder 42 USC & 1981, claimng that the district
intentionally discrininated agai nst himbased on his race when it failed
to pronote himto head custodian in 1994. The district court! granted
summary judgnment in favor of Knob Noster and denied WIlians's subsequent
notion for reconsideration. WIIlians appeals both orders; we affirm

As Wllians offered no direct evidence of discrimnation, the
district court properly analyzed his case under the three-stage

The HONORABLE JOHN T. MAUGHMER, United States Magistrate
Judge for the Western District of Mssouri, to whomthe case was
referred for final disposition by consent of the parties pursuant
to 28 U S.C. § 636(cC).



anal ysis outlined in McDonnell Douglas v. Geen, 411 U S. 792 (1973), and
Wllians's argunents to the contrary are without nerit. See Shannon v.
Ford Mbtor Co., 72 F.3d 678, 682 (8th Cir. 1996). W assune, as the
district court did, that WIllians established a prima facie case of race

di scri m nati on.

The burden of production then shifted to Knob Noster to rebut the
presunption of discrimnation with evidence that WIllians was rejected for
a legitimate, nondiscrimnatory reason. See id. W conclude Knob Noster
sufficiently made such a showing in its notion for summary judgnent,
provi di ng docunentati on denonstrating WIlians's attendance and perfornmance
deficiencies, as well as affidavits from the relevant decisionnmakers
expressing concern about Wllians's ability to supervise and | ead ot hers.

When Knob Noster rebutted Wllians's prima facie case of
discrimnation, WIllians then had the burden to cone forward with evi dence
which, if believed, would establish that intentional discrimnation was the
true reason for Knob Noster's adverse enploynent action. After careful
review of the sunmary judgment record, and de novo review of the district
court's decision, we agree that summary judgnent was appropriate because
Wllians failed to present a subnissible case of discrimnnation. H s
contention that St. Mary's Honor Center v. Hicks, 113 S. C. 2742 (1993),
does not permt the grant of summary judgrment in favor of an enployer in

these circunstances is contrary to the law of this circuit. See Krenik v.
County of Le Sueur, 47 F.3d 953, 958-60 (8th Cir. 1995). Accordingly, we
affirm
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