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HANSEN, Circuit Judge.

The plaintiffs in this case, who filed clainms under the Age
Discrimnation in Enploynent Act (ADEA), 29 U. S.C. 8§ 621-634,

The Honorable Catherine D. Perry, United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Mssouri, sitting by designation.



appeal fromthe district court's? grant of sunmary judgment to the First
Nati onal Bank of Wnne. W affirm

In January 1994, as a result of substandard earnings in the two
previous years, the Board of Directors (board) for the First National Bank
of Wnne (bank) instructed the bank president, Tandy Menefee, to | ook for
ways to cut expenses. Menefee forned a commttee that reviewed the bank's
operations and nade recomendations to the board. Upon the conmittee's
reconmendations, the board inplenmented a reduction in force and directed
Menefee to term nate four enployees: Gscar L. Thomas (age 65), Janet Kay
Bri dges (age 47), Jay Harbison (age 40), and Charlotte Flentje (age 37).
The board also decided not to fill two vacant positions in the bank.
Menefee carried out the board's orders, and other bank personnel absorbed
the work of the vacated positions.

Thonas, Bridges, and Harbison filed clains agai nst the bank under the
ADEA, alleging that the bank had discrimnated agai nst them based upon
their ages. The district court consolidated the cases, and | ater granted
the bank's notion for summary judgrment, hol ding that each of the plaintiffs
had failed to establish a prinma facie case of age discrimnation, and even
if they had established their prima facie cases, they did not have
sufficient evidence to give rise to an inference that the bank's proffered
reasons were a pretext for discrinination. The plaintiffs appeal

.

We review a grant of summary judgnent de novo, applying the sane
standards of Federal Rule of Evidence 56(c) as did the

°The Honorable Wlliam R WIson, Jr., United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas.
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district court. Rothneier v. Investnent Advisors, Inc., 85 F.3d 1328, 1331
(8th CGr. 1996). Summary judgnent is appropriate when the evidence, viewed

inthe light nost favorable to the nonnoving party, denonstrates that there
is no genuine issue of material fact, and the noving party is entitled to
judgnent as a matter of law Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c); Hutson v. MDonnel
Dougl as Corp, 63 F.3d 771, 775 (8th Cir. 1995). A disputed fact is not
material unless it may affect the outcone of the suit under governing | aw.
Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 248 (1986).

Thonmas and Bridges argue that because they produced direct evidence
of discrimnatory intent, the district court should have applied the Price
WAt er house ni xed-notive analysis. See Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, 490
U S. 228, 244-45 (1989). We find no error, however, because the evidence
Thomas and Bridges subnmitted is not "direct evidence," which in this

context is evidence "showing a specific link between the [alleged]
di scrimnatory aninmus and the chal |l enged deci sion, sufficient to support
a finding by a reasonable fact finder that an illegitimate criterion
actually notivated" the bank's decision to termnate their positions.
Philipp v. ANR Freight System Inc., 61 F.3d 669, 673 (8th Cr. 1995)
(internal quotations omtted); see also Kriss v. Sprint Communications Co.

58 F.3d 1276, 1282 (8th Cr. 1995) (requiring evidence of "conduct or
statenents by persons involved in the decisionnmaking process that nmay be

viewed as directly reflecting the alleged discrinmnatory attitude .
sufficient to pernit the factfinder to find that that attitude was nore
likely than not a notivating factor in the enployer's decision" in order
to nerit a mxed-notive analysis (internal quotation omtted)).
Consequent |y, the appropriate analysis for this case is the burden-

shifting framework the Suprene Court set forth in MDonnell Douglas Corp
V. Green, 411 U S. 792 (1973), Texas Dep't of




Community Affairs v. Burdine, 450 U S. 248 (1981), and St. Mary's Honor
Center v. Hicks, 509 U S. 502 (1993). See generally Ryther v. KARE 11, No
94- 3622, slip op. at 5-10, 33-35 (8th Cir. Mar. 6, 1997) (en banc). This
node of analysis, while developed in the Title VII context, applies with
equal force to ADEA cases. 1d., slip op. at 5; Hutson, 63 F.3d at 776
Under the burden-shifting framework, the plaintiffs nust establish the

elenents of a prima facie case, which, in the context of this reduction-in-
force case, are: (1) the plaintiffs are within the protected age group

(2) they net the applicable job qualifications; (3) their enploynent was
term nated; and (4) there is sone "additional show ng" that age was a
factor in the plaintiffs' termnations. Hutson, 63 F.3d at 776; Holley v.
Sanyo Mg. Co., 771 F.2d 1161, 1165-66 (8th Cr. 1985). |If the plaintiffs
establish their prima facie cases, a rebuttable presunption of

discrimnation arises and the burden of production shifts to the bank to
articulate a legitimte, nondiscrimnatory reason for the termnations.
Ryther, slip op. at 6. Once the bank produces such a reason, the
presunption di sappears and the plaintiffs bear the burden of proving that
the proffered reason was pretextual and the real reason for their
term nations was discrimnation. 1d.

In the instant case, because the bank conceded that the plaintiffs
had established the first three elenents of the prima facie test, the issue
before the district court was whether the plaintiffs had subnmitted any
additional showing that age was a factor in their termnations. The court
found that the plaintiffs had each failed to establish the fourth el enent
of their prima facie cases, and even if they had succeeded in this regard,
they failed to submt sufficient evidence to support an inference that the
bank's proffered reasons for the termnations -- the need to cut expenses
and the plaintiffs' qualifications and job perfornmances -- were pretextual
and that the real reason was age



discrimnation. Having carefully reviewed this record, we concur with the
district court's conclusion that the record does not contain sufficient
evi dence to support an inference of intentional discrimnation based upon
age. The bank was therefore entitled to summary judgnent as a natter of
| aw.

Because the plaintiffs cannot establish a prinma facie case or raise
an inference of discrimnation on the basis of age, they |likew se cannot
prevail on their claimthat they are entitled to doubl e danmages based on
their allegations that the bank's alleged violation of the ADEA was
willful. See Nelson v. Boatnen's Bancshares. Inc., 26 F.3d 796, 803 (8th
CGr. 1994) (explaining the standard for assessing |iquidated danages under
t he ADEA).

Finally, the plaintiffs do not have a triable case of disparate
i npact, because they have not subnitted statistics of the kind and degree
sufficient to raise an inference that the bank's basis for naking its
reduction-in-force deci sions has had a di sparate i npact on bank enpl oyees
within the protected class. Watson v. Fort Wrth Bank & Trust, 487 U. S
977, 994-95 (1988); Krauel v. lowa Methodist Medical Gr., 95 F.3d 674, 681
(8th Cir. 1996).

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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