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PER CURI AM

Frances L. Kearns appeals the district court's! grant of summary
judgnent to the United States Postal Service (USPS) on her claimunder the
Rehabilitation Act, 29 U S.C. § 701 et seq. W affirm

Kearns was a part-tinme flex clerk (PTF clerk) at the Drexel, M ssouri
facility. As such, she was guaranteed two hours of enploynent every two
weeks, but from 1976 to 1993, she had wor ked approxi mately ni neteen hours
per week. In 1993, a second PTF clerk was hired, and Kearns's hours were
reduced to approximately twelve or fourteen per week. As relevant to this
appeal , Kearns cl ai ned
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the reduction was based on her relationship with her disabled parents, in
violation of the Rehabilitation Act.

This court reviews the district court's grant of summary judgnent de
novo, applying the sane standard as the district court; sumary judgnent
is appropriate when, viewing the record in the |light nost favorable to the
nonnovi ng party, there is no genuine issue of material fact and the noving
party is entitled to judgnent as a nmatter of law. See Earnest v. Courtney,
64 F.3d 365, 366-67 (8th Cr. 1995) (per curiam

W find that the USPS s actions in hiring a second clerk and reduci ng
Kearns's hours accordingly did not constitute an adverse enpl oynment action
that violated the Rehabilitation Act. Kearns was guaranteed only two hours
of work per pay period, and the USPS provided unrebutted evidence that a
second clerk was hired to enable the post office to remain open in the
event both the postmaster and Kearns were absent. Cf. Burns v. Gty of
Col unbus, 91 F.3d 836, 841-42 (6th Cr. 1996) (handicap may not be sole
reason for adverse enploynent action).

Accordingly, we affirm
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