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INTRODUCTION
This case asks whether routine faculty politics and logistical decisions amount to the kind of materially adverse action Title VII contemplates. This Court should grant Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment because Plaintiff cannot establish a prima facie case of retaliatory hostile work environment and, even assuming arguendo that she could, Defendant is entitled to judgment under the Faragher–Ellerth defense. Louise Shepard (Plaintiff) fails at the threshold because the conduct she identifies does not constitute a materially adverse action and lacks the causal nexus required under Title VII. Even if Plaintiff could satisfy the prima facie burden, Westmoor Military Institute (Defendant) exercised reasonable care to prevent and correct harassment, while Plaintiff unreasonably declined to use those corrective opportunities.
First, Plaintiff cannot show a prima facie case of retaliatory hostile work environment. Title VII’s anti-retaliation provision protects against materially adverse actions – those that “well might have dissuaded a reasonable worker from making or supporting a charge of discrimination.” Burlington N. & Santa Fe Ry. Co. v. White, 548 U.S. 53, 68 (2006). Yet Westmoor’s conduct, including a renovation-driven office relocation, a curricular adjustment, and occasional remarks, left Plaintiff’s rank, pay, benefits, and duties unchanged. The Eleventh Circuit has consistently held that such ordinary workplace frictions do not rise to the level of material adversity. Moreover, the timing of the challenged decisions – occurring months after Plaintiff’s January 9, 2023 remarks – falls outside the tight temporal window needed to infer causation. Legitimate, nonretaliatory reasons drove the decisions: construction logistics, student evaluations, and staffing needs. Without both material adversity and causation, Plaintiff cannot meet her prima facie burden.
Next, even assuming a prima facie showing, Defendant prevails under the Faragher–Ellerth defense. No tangible employment action occurred because Plaintiff’s pay, title, benefits, and teaching load remained unchanged. Upon receiving Plaintiff’s complaint, Westmoor’s Human Resources promptly investigated, interviewed witnesses, reviewed records, and issued written findings under director oversight. HR then offered Plaintiff confidential, neutral mediation with Professor Riley. Plaintiff declined that corrective remedy and never sought an alternative. Because Westmoor exercised reasonable care and Plaintiff unreasonably failed to engage with available procedures, the Faragher–Ellerth defense bars liability.
Accordingly, Plaintiff cannot establish a prima facie case and Defendant satisfies the Faragher–Ellerth affirmative defense. Summary judgment should be entered for Defendant on both grounds.

STATEMENT OF FACTS
	Westmoor Military Institute (“Westmoor”) is a longstanding educational institution in Gulfport, Florida, committed to training future military leaders. (R. at 5.) Westmoor employed Louise Shepard as an Assistant Professor of Philosophy from June 1, 2022, through April 22, 2024. (R. at 6, 18.)
	Dr. Shepard began her tenure teaching introductory courses – Introduction to Philosophy, European Literary Movements, and American Political Thought. (R. at 21.) Her Fall 2022 student evaluations reflected concerns with her classroom style, describing her as “rigid,” “overly assertive,” and “not maternal,” and noting that she forced discussions toward female authors. (R. at 24.) When Dr. Shepard met with Department Chair Mark Riley in December 2022, Riley encouraged her to adapt to campus culture and “go with the flow” as other female faculty had done. (R. at 25.)
	In January 2023, Dr. Shepard proposed a seminar on “Ethical Reasoning in Military Conflict” and presented it at the semester-opening faculty meeting. (R. at 25–26.) The seminar was approved and later held. (R. at 27.) During that meeting, Riley observed that faculty were disengaged when Dr. Shepard emphasized including female speakers, but the record shows the proposal itself was authorized and moved forward. (R. at 15, 27.)
	Faculty politics unfolded in the months following. In May 2023, at a Memorial Day barbecue, Riley told colleagues that Shepard was “acting beyond her rank,” to which Professor Healy replied that if she was not “kept in line” she would turn the department into a “social justice blog.” Riley agreed, quipping that Shepard “brings combat boots to a poetry reading.” (R. at 30–31.) These comments were made informally outside the workplace and not conveyed to Shepard directly until later. (R. at 31.)
	In June 2023, Riley assigned the upper-level course Strategic Thinkers and Military Intellectuals to Assistant Professor Beau Hayes, referring to Hayes as an “enforcer.” (R. at 15, 32.) Shepard had expressed interest in teaching the class, but Riley explained that staffing needs and her student evaluations made it more appropriate to give her additional introductory courses. (R. at 32.) Shepard retained a full course load and continued teaching. (R. at 32.)
	Later that year, on December 31, 2023, Westmoor reassigned offices due to renovations in Belmont Hall. Riley circulated a department-wide map relocating several faculty members, including senior male colleagues, to Hammond Hall, while others moved to Calhoun Hall. (R. at 10, 33.) Shepard viewed Hammond Hall as less desirable, but HR confirmed the placements were based on construction logistics and were not individualized. (R. at 11.)
	On January 3, 2024, Shepard submitted a complaint to Human Resources. (R. at 10.) HR Assistant Director Rollins Tucker promptly scheduled a January 23 meeting at Shepard’s convenience. (R. at 10.) Tucker interviewed Shepard, Riley, and Professor Ellis Montgomery; reviewed several years of course schedules, office assignment logs, and student evaluations; and prepared written findings under the supervision of the HR Director. (R. at 10–11, 16.) Shepard herself acknowledged that “Rollins seemed pretty neutral” during the interview. (R. at 29.) HR concluded no retaliation had occurred and proposed a neutral mediation with Riley to resolve lingering conflict. (R. at 11, 16.) Shepard declined to participate and did not request a substitute mediator or alternative process. (R. at 17.)
	At all times, Dr. Shepard’s pay, title, rank, benefits, and teaching load remained unchanged. (R. at 17.) She continued to lead academic programming, including the military-ethics seminar she proposed, and accepted a new faculty position at the University of the South in April 2024. (R. at 9, 18.) Westmoor maintains that its actions were driven by legitimate needs – renovation logistics, student evaluations, and staffing requirements – and that its prompt investigation and mediation offer demonstrate reasonable care. (R. at 15–17.)



ARGUMENT
I. Dr. Louise Shepard cannot meet the prima facie standard for a retaliatory hostile work environment based on her January 9, 2023 activity. 
Dr. Shepard fails to establish a prima facie retaliatory hostile work environment arising from her January 9, 2023 activity. The Fourteenth Circuit adopts the Eleventh Circuit’s standard for establishing a prima facie retaliation claim which puts the burden on the plaintiff to prove that (1) the plaintiff engaged in statutorily protected activity; (2) she suffered a materially adverse action; and (3) there is a causal connection between the protected activity and the adverse action. Monaghan v. Worldpay U.S. Inc., 955 F.3d 855, 861–62 (11th Cir. 2020); see also Jean Eddy Debe v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 860 F. App’x 637, 639 (11th Cir. 2021). An action is materially adverse only if it “well might have dissuaded a reasonable worker from making or supporting a charge of discrimination.” Burlington N. & Santa Fe Ry. Co. v. White, 548 U.S. 53, 68 (2006). Westmoor’s minor scheduling changes, renovation-driven office relocation, and isolated remarks—occurring months after January 9 and driven by preexisting evaluations, staffing needs, and construction—would not dissuade a reasonable worker. Accordingly, both material adversity and a causal link are lacking, so the prima facie showing fails.


a. Westmoor’s alleged conduct was not materially adverse because Dr. Shepard did not experience a loss of pay, rank, or duties. 
Dr. Shepard did not experience a materially adverse action. The Supreme Court defines “materially adverse action” as conduct that “well might have dissuaded a reasonable worker from making or supporting a charge of discrimination.” The Supreme Court, however, also emphasized that Title VII’s anti retaliation provision “does not set forth a general civility code” and therefore excludes “petty slights, minor annoyances, and simple lack of good manners.” Id. This standard still filters out trivial harms, and the Eleventh Circuit cautions that negative feedback, unjustified coaching, or schedule changes unaccompanied by pay cuts or reduced responsibilities are not materially adverse. Jean Eddy Debe, 860 F. App’x at 640–41. Recent guidance from within this District distinguished actions with tangible consequences—such as loss of supplemental pay or denial of paid summer assignments—from routine frictions like verbal abuse, physical posturing, or schedule changes that leave pay, benefits, and duties untouched, holding only the former materially adverse. Nolan v. St. Johns Cty. Sch. Bd., 759 F. Supp. 3d 1215 (M.D. Fla. 2024). 
Measured against Burlington Northern’s objective standard, the incidents Dr. Shepard identifies reflect ordinary, logistics-driven management rather than materially adverse action. Facilities announced that Belmont Hall would undergo significant renovation for Spring 2024 and directed department chairs, in consultation with college presidents, to finalize temporary room reassignments into Calhoun Hall or Hammond Hall. Mark Riley then circulated a department-wide map listing multiple moves, with Dr. Shepard and senior faculty like Professor Keating assigned to Hammond Hall. In HR’s interviews, Mr. Riley explained that office changes were assigned randomly as a result of Belmont’s construction, and HR’s findings confirmed that similar adjustments were made for other faculty during the same period. 
Additionally, Dr. Shepard remained a tenured professor with a full teaching load; the only instructional change was a routine curricular adjustment in which Mr. Riley reassigned a single upper-division seminar to a returning tenured colleague based on staffing needs and student feedback, while Dr. Shepard taught an additional introductory section. Dr. Shepard’s evaluation also flagged that advanced course assignments were under review and subject to the possible return of a tenured faculty member. This scheduling change left her rank, benefits, pay, and full load intact. She also continued to lead academic programming, including a military-ethics panel where she delivered opening remarks and moderated discussion. Dr. Shepard retained her position and a full teaching portfolio at Westmoor and soon accepted a faculty appointment at another institution in April 2024, belying any claim of diminished status or prospects. Accordingly, because these logistics-driven adjustments left her pay, rank, benefits, and duties unchanged, they do not constitute materially adverse action.
b. Westmoor’s challenged actions occurred months after Dr. Shepard’s protected activity and were driven by legitimate reasons, not retaliation.
Westmoor’s actions were not caused by Dr. Shepard’s actions. Causation in a Title VII retaliation claim requires proof that the challenged, materially adverse act occurred because of the protected activity. See Univ. of Tex. Sw. Med. Ctr. v. Nassar, 570 U.S. 338, 360 (2013). The Eleventh Circuit treats temporal proximity as a limited proxy for causation and requires that it be “very close.” Higdon v. Jackson, 393 F.3d 1211, 1220 (11th Cir. 2004) (holding that that a three month gap is too long to infer causation); Sullivan v. Nat’l R.R. Passenger Corp., 170 F.3d 1056, 1059–60 (11th Cir. 1999) (finding no causal link where about four months separated the protected activity and alleged adverse action); Sierminski v. Transouth Fin. Corp., 216 F.3d 945, 951 (11th Cir. 2000) (finding a seven-month gap insufficient); Grier v. Snow, 206 F. App’x 866, 869–70 (11th Cir. 2006) (holding that an eight-month gap defeats causation). This District likewise noted that a gap of more than three months is generally too long to support causation without additional proof. Nolan, 759 F. Supp. 3d at 1227. 
Beyond timing, an employer may rebut causation by articulating legitimate, non-retaliatory reasons for the challenged decisions—e.g., course rebalancing based on student evaluations and staffing needs, assigning an advanced class to an instructor with particular expertise in response to student demand, or temporary office relocations driven by renovations and the need to accommodate returning faculty—at which point the plaintiff must produce competent evidence of pretext. Critically, when the decision was already under consideration before the protected activity, any inference of retaliation fails. See Drago v. Jenne, 453 F.3d 1301, 1308 (11th Cir. 2006) (finding no causal link where the employer contemplated the demotion before the complaint).
Westmoor’s alleged conduct occurred months after Dr. Shepard’s protected activity and resulted from student evaluations, staffing needs, and renovations—not retaliation. The decisions Dr. Shepard challenges were set in motion long after January 9, 2023 and for reasons independent of her remarks. Months after the protected activity, in June 2023, Mr. Riley assigned an advanced course to a returning tenured faculty member, placing the staffing decision well outside the Eleventh Circuit’s “very close” temporal window for inferring causation. Additionally, student evaluations from Fall 2022 flagged classroom-climate concerns and described her style as “rigid” and “overly assertive,” providing a nonretaliatory basis for later curricular adjustments. On the same day he received the email from facilities directing him to move faculty, Mark Riley circulated the placement chart reflecting moves for multiple faculty members. Human Resources subsequently recorded that office locations were allocated on a neutral, logistics basis in response to the Belmont construction, not as individualized discipline. The nearly year-long gap between Dr. Shepard’s January 9, 2023 protected activity and the December 31, 2023 renovation-driven shuffle defeats any inference of retaliatory timing.
Dr. Shepard cannot satisfy the prima facie elements of a retaliatory hostile work environment. The conduct she identifies are the kind of ordinary workplace frictions that cause no loss of pay, rank, benefits, or core duties and are not materially adverse under Burlington Northern. The timing is not “very close,” and the decisions were supported by legitimate, nonretaliatory reasons, including student evaluations, staffing needs, and campus renovations, which break any causal chain. Supreme Court and Eleventh Circuit precedent make clear that petty slights and minor annoyances do not give rise to Title VII liability, and lengthy gaps defeat causation. Accordingly, summary judgment should be entered for Westmoor on Issue 1.
II. Even assuming arguendo a prima facie showing, Westmoor Military Institute prevails under the Faragher–Ellerth defense.
Westmoor is not liable under the Faragher–Ellerth affirmative defense. The Faragher–Ellerth framework provides a complete defense to a hostile-environment claim when (1) the employer exercised reasonable care to prevent and promptly correct alleged harassment, and (2) the employee unreasonably failed to use the preventive or corrective avenues provided or otherwise avoid harm. Burlington Indus., Inc. v. Ellerth, 524 U.S. 742, 765 (1998); Faragher v. City of Boca Raton, 524 U.S. 775, 807 (1998). The only narrow limitation is where the supervisor’s conduct culminates in a tangible employment action. Id. First, Dr. Shepard did not experience a tangible employment action, and her pay, rank, title, benefits, and core duties remained unchanged. Further, course and office assignments were routine, nonpunitive adjustments. Second, upon notice, Westmoor exercised reasonable care. HR maintained a designated reporting channel, promptly acknowledged the complaint, interviewed relevant witnesses, and completed its review within a short timeframe. Westmoor then offered a neutral, confidential mediation to resolve the dispute with Mark Riley. Third, Dr. Shepard declined that corrective avenue and pursued no alternative. Because all elements at satisfied, the Faragher–Ellerth defense bars her hostile-environment claim. No tangible employment action occurred because Dr. Shepard’s pay, rank, title, benefits, and core duties remained unchanged.
Dr. Shepard did not experience a tangible employment action. Under the Supreme Court’s standard, a tangible employment action requires a significant change in employment status, such as events like hiring, firing, failure to promote, reassignment with significantly different responsibilities, or a decision causing a significant change in benefits. Burlington, 524 U.S. at 761. Compare Crady v. Liberty Nat. Bank & Trust Co. of Ind., 993 F.2d 132, 136 (7th Cir. 1993) (holding that materially adverse change is indicated by termination, demotion with decreased pay, a less distinguished title, material loss of benefits, or significantly diminished responsibilities) with Flaherty v. Gas Research Inst., 31 F.3d 451, 456 (7th Cir. 1994) (holding that a “bruised ego” is not enough); Kocsis v. Multi–Care Mgmt., Inc., 97 F.3d 876, 887 (6th Cir. 1996) (holding that demotion without change in pay, benefits, duties, or prestige is insufficient), and Harlston v. McDonnell Douglas Corp., 37 F.3d 379, 382 (8th Cir. 1994) (holding that reassignment to a more inconvenient job is insufficient). 
The Tenth Circuit reaffirmed that a “tangible employment action” under Ellerth requires an official decision that materially alters employment status or inflicts direct economic harm. An v. Regents of University of California, 94 Fed. Appx 667, 672-73 (10th Cir. 2004). In An, the plaintiff cited “job insecurity,” a purported lack of promotion or employment term renewal, and an “undesirable” reassignment, yet her salary and benefits were unchanged, her title and core duties remained the same. The court found that no tangible employment action occurring, reasoning that the university took no formal action reducing pay or benefits, changing title, or stripping authority, and the lateral reassignment kept the same position and duties. The court contrasted these facts with cases finding tangible actions only where supervisors’ decisions directly caused financial loss (for example, practices that cut commissions or bonuses). On that reasoning, the absence of both economic impact and formal status change compelled the conclusion that no tangible employment action occurred.
Similarly, Dr. Shepard did not experience either an economic impact or formal status change, thus she did not experience a tangible employment action. Office assignments were temporary and driven by building renovation. Placements were effectively random, and a male senior colleague received the same Hammond assignment. The course adjustment reflected ordinary curricular management informed by student evaluations that flagged classroom-climate concerns; it did not reduce pay, rank, title, benefits, or teaching load. Additionally, she continued to host panels and transitioned immediately to employment at another institution, indicating that career trajectory was undisturbed. Without economic harm or a change to her professional standing, there is no tangible employment action.
a. Because Westmoor exercised reasonable care and Plaintiff did not, Faragher–Ellerth bars recovery.
Where no tangible employment action has occurred, the governing standard directs the court to the Faragher–Ellerth framework. The employer prevails by showing (1) it exercised reasonable care to prevent and correct any harassing behavior and (2) the plaintiff unreasonably failed to take advantage of the preventive or corrective opportunities provided. Faragher, 524 U.S. at 807; Ellerth, 524 U.S. at 765. On prong one, Westmoor kept a designated HR reporting channel that Dr. Shepard used, HR acknowledged her complaint, met with her on a date she proposed, interviewed witnesses, had supervisory review, and offered a neutral mediation to address her dispute with Mark Riley. On prong two, Dr. Shepard declined that mediation, did not ask for an alternate neutral, did not raise specific conflict concerns with HR, and did not pursue another internal remedy. Consequently, both requisite elements for invoking the Faragher–Ellerth defense are met, and Westmoor cannot be held liable.
i. Westmoor took prompt, reasonable steps to prevent and correct alleged harassment.

To satisfy the first prong of the Faragher-Ellerth defense, an employer need only establish that it exercised reasonable care to prevent and correct harassment and need not prove success in preventing such behavior. See Caridad v. Metro–North Commuter R.R., 191 F.3d 283, 295 (2d Cir. 1999). Reasonable care is both proactive and reactive, meaning a reasonable employer adopts and disseminates an anti-harassment policy, provides training suited to the workplace, and maintains an accessible reporting channel, then acts when notified. See Erickson v. Wis. Dep’t of Corr., 469 F.3d 600, 606 (7th Cir. 2006) (finding that prevention includes a reporting system and training and reasonable steps once informed); Hunt v. Wal–Mart Stores, Inc., 931 F.3d 624, 630 (7th Cir. 2019) (emphasizing that employers may not ignore complaints). Courts routinely find prong one met where policies are adopted and disseminated through handbooks or onboarding, even when training is limited to managers. See e.g., Helm v. Kansas, 656 F.3d 1277 (10th Cir. 2011); Dearth v. Collins, 441 F.3d 931, 935–936 n. 5 (11th Cir.2006) (per curiam); Matvia v. Bald Head Island Mgmt., Inc., 259 F.3d 261, 265, 268 (4th Cir.2001); Kohler v. Inter–Tel Techs., 244 F.3d 1167, 1180 (9th Cir.2001). After notice, an employer shows reasonable care by promptly launching an investigation to determine whether the complaint is justified. Swenson v. Potter, 271 F.3d 1184, 1192 (9th Cir. 2001) (“The most significant immediate measure an employer can take in response to a sexual harassment complaint is to launch a prompt investigation to determine whether the complaint is justified.”). An employer that builds, disseminates, promptly uses, and documents this system satisfies prong one.
 When an employer’s policy is real and used, and no tangible employment action occurs, the Faragher–Ellerth defense bars liability. In Helm v. Kansas, the plaintiff, an administrative assistant to a state district judge, alleged nearly a decade of harassment. 656 F.3d at 1279. The State of Kansas invoked the Faragher –Ellerth defense. Id. The Tenth Circuit found in favor of the employer, emphasizing that the judicial district had a facially valid anti-harassment policy prohibiting harassment, identifying multiple reporting avenues, describing the investigation process, and including anti-retaliation terms. Id. at 1288–89. The policy was disseminated via an employee handbook, employees signed acknowledgments confirming receipt and understanding, and training was provided to management. Id. Those measures, the court held, were reasonable as a matter of law to prevent harassment. Id. 
Here, Westmoor’s Human Resources department directed new employees to the online HR library and the posted Anti-Discrimination and Harassment Policy, which sets out the procedure for filing workplace-harassment complaints. Dr. Shepard knew of that procedure and used it by emailing HR on January 3 around noon. HR’s first reviewer of the inbox, Assistant Director Rollins Tucker, promptly responded on January 10 at 8 a.m., proposed a meeting, and accommodated Dr. Shepard’s earliest availability for January 23. HR then opened a formal investigation. The assistant director reviewed internal email communications, office assignment logs, several years’ worth of philosophy department course schedule assignments, annual evaluations for Dr. Shepard, and student evaluations of her courses. HR also interviewed both Dr. Shepard and Mark Riley, along with another relevant faculty witness, Ellis Montgomery. Although Assistant Director Rollins Tucker and Chair Riley know each other, Dr. Shepard herself stated that “Rollins seemed pretty neutral” at their meeting. Additionally, the HR Director supervised the process and reviewed the file before HR issued written findings in early February and proposed a neutral mediation to resolve remaining issues, despite finding insufficient evidence to conclude that Professor Shepard was subjected to retaliation in violation of Westmoor’s policies. Westmoor maintained an accessible reporting mechanism, responded promptly to Dr. Shepard’s complaint, conducted a documented multi-witness inquiry under HR-director oversight, and proposed mediation to address remaining workplace frictions—conduct that squarely demonstrates reasonable care to prevent and correct alleged harassment. 
ii. Dr. Shepard unreasonably declined the corrective process and failed to pursue available remedies. 

To satisfy the second prong of the Faragher-Ellerth defense, Westmoor need only show that Dr. Shepard did not reasonably avail herself of the preventive or corrective procedures it made available. Faragher, 524 U.S. at 807; Ellerth, 524 U.S. at 765. Courts uphold the defense where an employer offered meaningful relief and the employee declined to use it. See Hardage v. CBS Broad., Inc., 427 F.3d 1177, 1184–87 (9th Cir. 2005) (affirming summary judgment when the company promptly investigated and repeatedly offered to act, but the employee refused assistance). Further, unsupported fears of bias or futility do not excuse nonuse. See Idusuyi v. State of Tennessee Dept. of Children’s Services, 30 Fed. Appx. 398, 403-404 (6th Cir. 2002) (“[I]t is unreasonable for employees to pass their own judgments—absent any supporting facts—about how effectively an employer’s sexual harassment policies operate.”). When an employer acknowledges a complaint, investigates, and offers a concrete, workable remedy, the law expects the employee to use that remedy or request a reasonable modification. See id. The analysis turns on engagement with the specific remedy offered. See id. Nonparticipation, without a reasonable request for an alternative process, satisfies prong two. See id. 
Dr. Shepard declined to engage with the concrete remedy Westmoor offered. after HR completed its review, Westmoor offered Dr. Shepard a mediation facilitated by a neutral mediator to address any remaining issues with Mark Riley, and she did not engage with that remedy or ask for any modification. She had previously acknowledged that the HR interviewer “seemed pretty neutral,” underscoring that there was no inherent barrier to using Westmoor’s process. Her later distrust rested not on anything she observed in the investigation but on what a colleague told her—that Rollins Tucker and Mark Riley were childhood friends—which she never raised with HR as a conflict, never used to request a substitute mediator, and never offered as a basis for adjustments to the process. Because Westmoor’s response was reasonable and Dr. Shepard’s nonuse was not, the second prong is met.
Even assuming a prima facie showing, Westmoor prevails under Faragher–Ellerth. No tangible employment action occurred because Dr. Shepard’s pay, rank, title, benefits, and core duties did not change, and the course and office adjustments were routine, renovation and curriculum driven. Upon notice, HR used a designated channel, responded promptly, gathered documents, interviewed witnesses under director oversight, and then proposed a neutral, confidential mediation to address any remaining concerns. Dr. Shepard declined that corrective avenue, did not request an alternate neutral, and did not propose safeguards or another internal remedy. These facts satisfy both prongs, so the Faragher–Ellerth defense bars Westmoor’s liability for the hostile-environment claim. 
CONCLUSION
Dr. Shepard’s allegations describe ordinary workplace frictions that did not change her pay, rank, benefits, or duties and would not deter a reasonable worker from speaking up. The alleged actions occurred almost a year after January 9, and the decisions flowed from student feedback, staffing needs, and renovations, which defeats causation. Even if a prima facie case were assumed, there was no tangible employment action. Westmoor exercised reasonable care through policy, prompt investigation, and an offer of neutral mediation. Dr. Shepard declined to use that remedy or request an alternative. The claims fail as a matter of law. The Court should grant summary judgment for Westmoor. 
Respectfully submitted,

/s/                            A
Attorneys for the Defendant
2
