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JUDGMENT

Thisappeal was considered on the record from the United States Didrict Court for the Didtrict of
Columbia and on the briefsfiled by the parties. SeeFed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2); D.C. Cir. Rule 34()). Itis

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the digtrict court’ sgrant of summary judgment on December
2, 2003, is afirmed.

Nancy Willson was fired from her position as manager of a bank branch office. Two months
beforethe firing, the branch had been robbed of $41,500, and an ensuing investigationreveal ed Sgnificant
security breaches caused in large part by Willson' s failure to manage her subordinates effectively.  After
she was fired, Willson brought suit againgt the bank, her immediate supervisor Cheryl Shackleford, and
other bank officas, dleging retaiation and race, gender, and age discrimination. She aso dleged that
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Shackleford unlawfully converted her property while clearing out her office. The digtrict court granted
summary judgment to the defendants on al counts. Willson contends thisis error and now appesls.

1. Willson's retdiation dam sems from acomplaint she filed with the bank’s human resources
department in October 1999 — 15 months before she was fired — dleging discriminatory trestment by
Shackleford. To establish aprimafacie casefor retdiation, aplantiff must show, inter alia, that a“causa
connection exists between” her complaint and her firing. Mitchell v. Baldridge, 759 F.2d 80, 86 (D.C.
Cir. 1985). In the proceedings below, Willson presented no probative evidence of a causa connection.
Rather, the officid who fired her — whom Willson does not charge with discrimination — indicated he
based his decison solely on reports concerning the security failures and Willson's overdl operationa
deficiencies. Moreover, while meretempora proximity between an employee’ s protected activity and her
termination can sometimes raise an inference of causation, such proximity must be closer than the 15
months at issue here. See Clark County Sch. Dist. v. Breeden, 532 U.S. 268, 273-74 (2001) (per
curiam); Holbrook v. Reno, 196 F.3d 255, 263 (D.C. Cir. 1999). Accordingly, summary judgment was
proper on this count.

2. Willson dso argues that she was let go because of her Satus as a*mature white woman.” As
she could not produce any direct evidence of discrimination, her dam is governed by the familiar
burden-shifting test of McDonnell Douglasv. Green, 411 U.S. 792, 802 (1973). Willsonappearsto fall
at the prima facie stage of McDonnell Douglas, as she did not show that the bank has retained any
branchmanagersoutside her protected class under milar circumstances. See Holbrook, 196 F.3d at 261
(plaintiff must demongtrate “that she and [a amilaly Stuated person [outside her protected class| were
treated disparately”). Evenif Willson could make out aprima facie case, she failed to counter the bank’s
legitimate, nondiscriminatory reasons for terminating her employment. As dready noted, the officid who
fired her said he relied on reports about the robbery and her poor performance, and Willsonproduced no
evidence rebutting his depogtion testimony.

3. Andly, conversion requires “unlanful exercise of ownership, dominion or control over the
personal property of another indenid or repudiation of hisrightsthereto.” Sheav. Fridley, 123 A.2d 358,
361 (D.C. 1956). Here, Shackleford explained that she went through Willson's office to separate
Willson's persond property from items belonging to the bank. Most of Willson's property was returned
to her. Asfor theitemsthat were not, Willson offered only her own speculation that these were mdicioudy
destroyed by Shackleford, rather than lost or midaid.

Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 36, this disposition will not be published. The Clerk is directed to
withhold issuance of the mandate herein until seven days after the disposition of any timey petition for
rehearing or petition for rehearing en banc. See Fed. R. App. P. 41(b); D.C. Cir. Rule 41(a)(1).
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