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INTRODUCTION
	Plaintiff, Dr. Louise Shepard, asserts that this claim arises out of actions which occurred during her tenure with Defendant, Westmoor Military Institute. While Shepard claims she is a victim of a hostile work environment in retaliation for a protected activity, the facts paint a much different reality. Shepard now brings this claim, dissatisfied with her experience at Westmoor. Dr. Mark Riley, Shepard’s supervisor, expected success from Shepard, and made an effort to assist her integration as best he could. Unfortunately, the events did not unfold how either party hoped. It is clear that Shepard fails to establish a prima facie case of a hostile work environment in retaliation to a protected activity. Furthermore, even if this Court finds a prima facie case is established, Westmoor is shielded from liability under the Faragher-Ellerth affirmative defense. This Court should grant the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment as a matter of law as there exists no genuine issue of material fact as to either issue.
STATEMENT OF FACTS
Westmoor Military Institute is a military college with a reputation for excellence in shaping leaders in a rigorous and disciplined academic environment. Shepard Dep. 20:9; Riley Dep. 45:2-5. Prior to her employment with Westmoor, Shepard served in the military. Shepard Dep. 20:11-14. In early 2022, Westmoor was seeking to hire an instructor for its Philosophy department who would teach two entry-level classes. Riley Dep. 46:23-25, 47:9-11. After reviewing Shepard’s application, Mark Riley, the Chair of the Philosophy department, selected her for an interview. Riley Dep. 44:6-7, 46:25-47:4. Impressed by her academic credentials and combat experience, Riley gave Shepard the job. Riley Dep. 46:26, 47:1-8. Riley was so impressed that he also assigned her an upper-level course. Riley Dep. 47:11-12. As a part of her onboarding, Shepard received access to Westmoor’s policies and procedures, which included the Discrimination and Harassment Policy. Tucker Dep. 61:1-8. Shepard began in the Fall of 2022. Shepard Dep. 21:9-13.
From the beginning, Shepard was not satisfied with her experience as a new professor at Westmoor.
	Shepard’s first semester at Westmoor was a mixed experience. Students' anonymous reviews praised her, but also revealed they felt that Shepard acted like a “drill sergeant”. Ex. 7.  Shepard was “shocked” at her evaluations, and the students’ perception of her. Shepard Dep. 25:2-3.  After receiving her reviews, Shepard requested advice from Riley, hoping to find the same “balance” that other successful female instructors had found. Shepard Dep. 25:21; Riley Dep. 48:19-23. He recommended that she adopt a more “go with the flow” approach, and that she continue to build rapport with her colleagues. Riley Dep. 48:21; Ex. 7. Riley encouraged Shepard and told her to report back to him if she felt that any issues persisted. Riley Dep. 48:22-23. At the end of the review, Shepard requested to teach an additional upper-level course, “Strategic Thinkers and Military Intellectuals.” Shepard Dep. 26:2-5. Because she was still new and she already had one upper-level class, Riley felt that Shepard needed more experience before taking on another upper-level class. Riley Dep. 49:1-4. 
At the start of the Spring 2023 semester, there was a new member of the Philosophy department, Beau Hayes. Shepard Dep. 26:22-25. Hayes began with teaching only two lower-level courses, but by the Fall of 2023 he was assigned the upper-level course Shepard previously requested to teach. Riley Dep. 52:21-53:1. Riley assigned the course to Hayes because Shepard had a larger course load, including an upper-level class, and her student evaluations needed improvement. Riley Dep. 53:2-5. Shepard was not happy with the decision. Shepard Dep. 33:7-11.
The Fall 2023 student evaluations reflected no improvement from the previous evaluations. Ex. 7. Before the Spring 2024 semester, Professor McLeod, returning from sabbatical and maintaining seniority over Shepard, requested to teach American Political Thought, Shepard’s upper-level course. Riley Dep. 57:7-15. Because of seniority, the class was assigned to McLeod and Shepard was assigned an additional introductory course. Riley Dep. 57:12-15; Shepard Dep. 1-3.
Despite Shepard’s knowledge of Westmoor, and her own military experience, she did not follow the chain of command.
	At the end of her Fall 2022 meeting with Riley, Shepard asked to host a seminar on “Ethical Reasoning in Military Conflict,” and was given approval to present her idea at the next faculty meeting. Shepard Dep. 26:11-14. At the meeting, after her presentation, Shepard seized the opportunity to share her beliefs on what she perceived to be discrimination against women by Westmoor. Riley Dep. 49:26-50:4. Shepard circumvented the chain of command by not discussing these issues with Riley prior to her outburst during her presentation. Riley Dep. 50:6-10. 
	Shepard claimed several discriminatory comments were made to her throughout the Spring 2023 semester, none of which were reported to Riley. Riley Dep. 54:25-55:5. Finally, in the Fall of 2023, Shepard reported her concerns to Riley. Riley Dep. 55:11-13. Shepard believed that Professor Carr told his students to switch from her courses to Hayes’ to get a “real Westmoor education.” Riley Dep. 55:13-17. Riley was appalled by Carr’s conduct. Riley Dep. 55:17. After Riley received this report, he immediately addressed this with Carr and instructed him to stop immediately. Riley Dep. 55:21-25. 
Shepard never adjusted to find the balance necessary to bond with the other professors. 
Shepard befriended Ellis Montgomery, a professor of Biology and Chemistry at Westmoor. Shepard Dep. 23:23-24. Professor Montgomery began telling Shepard about the Westmoor “boys club;” and that many of the male professors would fish, golf, and drink together. Shepard Dep. 23:25-26, 24:9-12. Once the holiday season came around, Shepard assumed she was not invited to Riley’s annual Thanksgiving dinner because of her gender or lack of seniority, or not being a part of that “boys club”. Shepard Dep. 24:14-18. But, this was an event at Riley’s home, reserved for only a few faculty members that he knew well. Riley Dep. 56:11-12. Around twenty faculty members, both male and female, across the entire institute were invited. Shepard Dep. 24:16-21. 
In February 2023, there was another faculty lunch where the faculty shared stories from their times as cadets. Shepard Dep. 29:24-25. Without adequately assessing the attitude of the table, Shepard told an “intense” story from her time serving in Afghanistan. Shepard Dep. 29:25-30:2. Predictably, her story caused the table to go quiet. Shepard Dep. 30:1. Despite this, Professor Keating, a senior faculty member, praised Shepard, and said the school was “lucky to have her perspective.” Shepard Dep. 30:5-8.
For Memorial Day weekend of 2023, Carr hosted a barbeque at his home for faculty he had a relationship with, which did not include Shepard. Riley Dep. 53:25-54:4. In the Fall of 2023, Riley’s Thanksgiving party came up again. Tensions were high between some faculty and Shepard, and to avoid conflict, Riley decided not to invite Shepard. Riley Dep. 56:9-21. 
Unavoidable temporary office relocations sparked Shepard’s complaint
In January, 2024, Riley was tasked with assigning temporary office relocations due to construction. Riley Dep. 57:2-3. Riley made the relocation assignments randomly to temporary offices in Calhoun or Hammond Hall. Riley Dep. 57:5-6. Shepard was one of two professors to be assigned to Hammond Hall, and the remainder of the professors were assigned to Calhoun Hall. Shepard Dep. 39:14-17; Ex. 9.
After the office assignments, Shepard filed a formal complaint with Westmoor’s Human Resources department. Shepard Dep. 41:5-6; Riley Dep. 57:19-20. Rollins Tucker handled the investigation because, per department practice, he was the first Human Resources employee to open the email inbox. Tucker Dep. 61:24-62:3. Soon, Tucker informed Riley of the report. Tucker Dep. 63:15-16.  Tucker met with Shepard to get a full account of her concerns, and to create a timeline of events. Tucker Dep. 62:18-20. Tucker then interviewed Riley and Professor Montgomery, the only individuals he deemed relevant to the investigation. Tucker Dep. 62:20-22, 64:3-4, 65:1-4. 
After the investigation, Westmoor’s Human Resources department found that they discovered no policy violations, but offered Shepard the option of mediation with Riley and a neutral third party. Tucker Dep. 65:11-13. Shepard never responded to this offer. Tucker Dep. 65:13. Soon after, Shepard submitted her resignation, informing Riley that she would be working at the University of the South. Riley Dep. 58:2-5. 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD
	“The court shall grant summary judgment if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” F.R.C.P. 56(a) (emphasis added). In accordance with the standard, the Movant now brings forward “. . . specific facts showing that there is no genuine issue for trial.” Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio Corp., 475 U.S. 574, 586 (1986). The burden lies on the Movant here. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). Rule 56(a) states that should a movant be able to demonstrate there is no genuine issue, “as to any material fact,” then the court shall grant summary judgment as a matter of law. Id. (emphasis added). 475 U.S. 574, 586 (1986).  
ARGUMENT
I. Plaintiff has failed to present a prima facie case of hostile work environment in retaliation of a protected activity since there was no adverse action, and in the alternative, none of the alleged adverse actions were causally linked to a protected activity.
Plaintiff has presented no evidence to create a genuine issue of material fact as to Plaintiff’s failure to present a prima facie case of hostile work environment in retaliation to a protected activity. This Court has adopted the Eleventh Circuit’s standard for determining whether a plaintiff has established a prima facie case of a hostile work environment in retaliation of a protected activity. Stip. 13 at pg 43. The Eleventh Circuit has held, “To make a prima facie case of retaliation, (Plaintiff) must show that she: (1) engaged in protected EEOC activity and;  (2) suffered an adverse employment action, and;  (3) she must establish a causal link between the protected activity and the adverse action.” Amaya v. Vilsack, 754 F. Supp. 3d 1311, 1326 (S.D. Fla. 2024)  (citing Crawford, 529 F.3d at 970). Plaintiff has failed to present any adverse actions under the Supreme Court standard, and alternatively, if this Court finds that the Defendant performed adverse actions, those actions were not causally connected to the protected activity. As a result of Plaintiff’s failure to create a genuine issue of material fact, the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment should be granted. 
A. Plaintiff did not suffer an adverse action under the standard provided by the Supreme Court. 
As to the first element, Plaintiff must have suffered an adverse employment action. All United States Circuit Courts have adopted the standard provided in Burlington by the Supreme Court to determine what constitutes an adverse action in retaliation claims. The standard provides: “a plaintiff must show that a reasonable employee would have found the challenged action materially adverse, which in this context means it well might have dissuaded a reasonable worker from making or supporting a charge of discrimination.” Burlington N. & Santa Fe Ry. v. White, 548 U.S. 53, 68 (2006).  In explaining the standard, the Supreme Court stated, “The antiretaliation provision protects an individual not from all retaliation, but from retaliation that produces an injury or harm.” and “Title VII, we have said, does not set forth "a general civility code for the American workplace.” Id. The Court also provided this example of the standard: “A supervisor's refusal to invite an employee to lunch is normally trivial, a nonactionable petty slight. But to retaliate by excluding an employee from a weekly training lunch that contributes significantly to the employee's professional advancement might well deter a reasonable employee from complaining about discrimination.” Id. at 69. 
When applying Burlington’s “well might have dissuaded” standard, if this Court views all of the Defendant’s actions together, they would still not amount to an adverse action. In Amaya v. Vilsack, the plaintiff claimed that she was subjected to retaliation after engaging in protected EEO activity, pointing specifically to a letter of reprimand.  754 F. Supp. 3d 1311, 1326. The plaintiff further asserted that after her protected activity, her supervisor more frequently summoned her to meetings to criticize her performance, threatened future reprimands, and even threatened her employment. Id. at 1327. The court found that the actions, even viewed together and in the plaintiff’s favor, did not meet the threshold level of substantiality under the anti-retaliation clause. Id. at 1328. The court stated, “petty and trivial actions by the defendant are not sufficiently adverse.” and ultimately granted the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment. Id.
Similar to the case at hand, Plaintiff has not asserted any action of the Defendant that a reasonable jury could find meets the standard. In the complaint, Plaintiff lists her exclusion from social events outside of work as evidence for retaliation. None of the events listed by the Plaintiff were related to her employment, and as provided in the example by the Supreme Court in Burlington, are non actionable petty slights. Burlington, 548 U.S. 53, 69 (2006). Throughout the complaint, Plaintiff describes statements from Westmoor faculty that she heard or was told about that were negative towards her. However, unlike the plaintiff in Amaya, none of these comments threatened her, her employment, or even to reprimand her. This clearly shows that the comments described by Plaintiff are insufficient to meet the standard of an adverse action. Plaintiff also cites Mark Riley’s course assignments and her office relocation as evidence of adverse actions against her. Although the course assignments and office relocation may have negatively impacted the Plaintiff, they do not rise to the level of causing injury or harm. Plaintiff does not provide any evidence that could show a reasonable jury that she suffered injury or harm from the Defendant’s actions. As shown by the Supreme Court in Burlington, Title VII does not exist to demand general civility or to govern  all negative impacts administrative decisions may have on an employee. Plaintiff has failed to present a prima facie case of hostile work environment in retaliation of a protected activity because she has presented no evidence of any adverse action that “well might have dissuaded a reasonable worker from making or supporting a charge of discrimination.” Burlington, 548 U.S. 53, 68 (2006). Therefore, no genuine issue of material fact exists, and the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment should be granted. 
B. Alternatively, if this Court finds that the Defendant performed adverse actions, those actions are not causally linked to the protected activity. 
	If this court finds that Plaintiff has not created a genuine issue of material fact as to the absence of adverse actions, then the Plaintiff has failed to present a prima facie case of hostile work environment in retaliation for a protected activity and the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment should be granted. However, even if this Court finds that the Defendant engaged in adverse actions, the Plaintiff has still failed to present a prima facie case of hostile work environment in retaliation for a protected activity because there is no evidence to show that the Defendant’s actions were causally linked to the protected activity. For the causation element, the 11th Circuit has stated that the Plaintiff must prove that the protected activity and the adverse action are not completely unrelated. McAlpin v. Town of Sneads, 61 F.4th 916, 932 (11th Cir. 2023) Further, the 11th Circuit has explained, “The burden of causation can be met by showing close temporal proximity between the statutorily protected activity and the adverse employment action. But mere temporal proximity without more, must be very close.” Thomas v. Cooper Lighting, Inc., 506 F.3d 1361, 1367 (11th Cir. 2007). 
	Without a clear causal connection or close temporal proximity of the adverse action and protected activity, the Plaintiff has failed to satisfy this element. In Buckley v. Secretary of the Army, the plaintiff alleged that after filing EEO complaints, her supervisors retaliated by diverting patients, initiating investigations, and ultimately terminating her. 97 F.4th 784, 790-91 (11th Cir. 2024). She argued that these actions occurring soon after her protected activity demonstrated the necessary causal connection for retaliation. Id. at 798-99. However, the court noted that seven to eight months had passed from the protected activity to the adverse action, and this was, “far too long” to suffice for causation, and without more, the plaintiff’s retaliation claim failed. Id. at 799. The court further found that the hostile work environment in retaliation claim failed because the plaintiff presented no evidence that the adverse actions were based upon retaliation and not the original discriminatory conduct that led to the protected activity. Id. at 800. 
Similarly, in the case at hand, Plaintiff presents no evidence to raise an issue of material fact as to a direct causal link between her protected activity and the alleged adverse actions aside from merely stating that the actions came after the protected activity. However, Plaintiff’s protected activity occurred on January 9, 2023, but the first alleged adverse action was the assignment of an upper level course to a different professor in June of 2023. Shepard Dep. 32: 16-25. There is a five month gap that separates the protected activity and the first alleged adverse action, which is clearly not within close temporal proximity. Further, the other alleged adverse actions occurred even later. It was not until December 31, 2023 that Plaintiff was relocated to a different office building, and the upper level course reassigned from Plaintiff to another professor did not occur until January of 2024. No other actions were taken by the Defendant that could be construed as adverse actions, and therefore there is no close temporal proximity to the protected activity for any of these actions. Plaintiff has also not provided any evidence to show any link between the alleged adverse actions and the protected activity. There is a low bar for causation to establish a prima facie case, but Plaintiff has provided nothing to substantiate a causal link or raise a question of fact. Therefore, Plaintiff has failed to satisfy this element as well. 
Because Plaintiff has failed to provide evidence of any adverse actions that meet the standard set forth in Burlington, and alternatively has provided no evidence of a causal link between the alleged actions and the protected activity, the Plaintiff has failed to establish a prima facie case of hostile work environment in retaliation of a protected activity. Therefore, Plaintiff’s claim fails, and as there is no genuine issue of material fact, the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment should be granted. 

II.	The Faragher-Ellerth defense bars Plaintiff’s claim as a matter of law, since Westmoor took no tangible employment action against Shepard. 
	Summary judgment should be granted here because there is no genuine issue of material fact. Shepard does not allege tangible employment action in her complaint, thus allowing Westmoor to assert the Faragher-Ellerth affirmative defense. The defense consists of two elements which are satisfied in the matter at hand. First, Westmoor demonstrates by a preponderance of the evidence that it reasonably and adequately provided anti-harassment policies and reporting procedures. Secondly, Westmoor proves by the same standard that Shepard failed to take advantage of these policies and procedures in a reasonable manner in order to avoid the alleged harm.   
A. Plaintiff alleges no tangible employment action. Westmoor may properly assert the Faragher-Ellerth defense. 
The Plaintiff does not allege any instances of tangible employment action in the complaint. Therefore, the Faragher-Ellerth affirmative defense may be asserted as a defense to vicarious liability. There is no genuine issue of material fact as it relates to whether adverse tangible employment actions occurred. This motion for summary judgment should be granted as a matter of law. 
In order to invoke the Faragher-Ellerth Defense, the defendant must demonstrate by a preponderance of the evidence that it took no adverse tangible employment action against the plaintiff. Faragher v. City of Boca Raton, 524 U.S. 775, 807 (1998); Flaherty v. Gas Research Institute, 31 F.3d 451, 456 (CA7 1994). “A tangible employment action in most cases inflicts direct economic harm.” Id. at 762. 
Minor conduct like relocating one’s office does not suffice to establish an adverse employment action. In Kerns, plaintiff believed her supervisor asked her to investigate an affair between other employees at the company. Kerns v. Capital Graphics, Inc., 178 F.3d 1011, 1014 (8th Cir. 1999). Kerns provided a memo to her supervisor who decided to restrict the discretion she carried with her job. Id. The employer then increased supervision on the plaintiff by altering her chain of command, relocating her office to be nearer to his own, and making her spend more time at the employer’s facility. Id. at 1015. The court held that changing her chain of command, relocating her office, and having her work in the other facility failed to qualify as material employment disadvantages. Id. at 1017. Thus, the court held that the evidence was inadequate to show other adverse employment action. Id. 
Like the Kerns plaintiff, Shepard’s office was relocated, and, just as in Kerns, this is not sufficient evidence to establish the existence of adverse employment actions against her. Here, Riley acts as Shepard’s supervisor within the Philosophy department because he is her department chair. In Kerns, the supervisor relocated the plaintiff’s office following her misconduct; however, Shepard was relocated to an undesirable location as a result of construction on campus. 178 F.3d at 1014; Ex. 9. Thus, even if the relocation were to be a result of Shepard’s poor performance, the relocation could not establish an adverse employment action. 
Westmoor contends that no adverse tangible employment action occurred with the Plaintiff during the time period she alleged the harassment occurred. The Plaintiff was not terminated, did not receive a decrease in pay, and did not receive a demotion. A tangible employment action that satisfies the threshold question for the Faragher-Ellerth affirmative defense is one that creates a "material employment disadvantage." Cross v. Cleaver, 142 F.3d 1059, 1073 (8th Cir. 1998). Furthermore, “[t]ermination, cuts in pay or benefits, and changes that affect an employee's future career prospects are significant enough to meet the standard.” Id. at 1073. Shepard did not experience a pay cut, a loss in benefits, or suffer harm to any future career prospects. In fact, Shepard made a vertical move to the University of the South after leaving Westmoor by accepting an assistant professorship. Furthermore, any allegation made by Shepard that she had no choice but to resign does not lend credence to any argument she makes. “Several instances of mild workplace discipline spread out over months or years are simply insufficient to support an allegation that a reasonable person would have no choice but to resign.” Garrison v. Minn. Dep't of Revenue, 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 169014 (D. Minn. Sep. 19, 2024).
Because the Plaintiff does not allege any instances of adverse tangible employment action during the applicable period, the Faragher-Ellerth affirmative defense is available to Westmoor. The argument above demonstrates that there is no genuine issue of material fact as to the assertion of adverse tangible employment action. There is none.  
B. Westmoor offers a plethora of reporting options and resolution procedures. 
Westmoor’s robust anti-harassment and anti-discrimination policies, that are available to all faculty and staff, serve to stop and remedy any such behavior. These policies and their availability satisfy the first element of the Faragher-Ellerth affirmative defense. 
The successful invocation of the Faragher-Ellerth defense requires that both its elements are met. Faragher v. City of Boca Raton, 524 U.S. 775, 807 (1998). In order to satisfy the first element, the plaintiff must demonstrate, by a preponderance of the evidence, “that the employer exercised reasonable care to prevent and correct promptly any sexually harassing behavior . . .” Id.  
The city of Boca Raton employed Beth Ann Faragher as a lifeguard from 1985 until her resignation in 1990. Id. at 780. Her supervisors created the alleged sexually hostile environment through repeated inappropriate sexual comments and touchings. Id. One supervisor claimed that he would never promote a woman to the rank of lieutenant, while another threatened the plaintiff with cleaning toilets for a year if she did not date him. Id. at 780-81. During Faragher’s employment, Boca Raton adopted a city-wide sexual harassment policy, but the city never disseminated those materials to the lifeguards. Id. at 781-82. The plaintiff never made a formal complaint. Id. at 782-83. 
The facts at hand are distinguished by those in Faragher. There, the defendant city adopted a sexual harassment policy, but never distributed it. Id. at 781-82. Westmoor not only adopted anti-harassment and anti-discrimination policies, but provides them readily to all faculty and staff. Furthermore, Westmoor provides training to its faculty and staff on where to locate these policies, provides the link to these policies, and has a complete investigation procedure. While the defendant’s actions were deemed to be unreasonable and did not satisfy the first element of the Faragher-Ellerth defense, the facts are in such stark contrast as to lead the reasonable observer to conclude the opposite for Westmoor. Westmoor’s conclusive anti-harassment and anti-discrimination policies are readily available to all employees and are provided to all employees in order to prevent harassment and discrimination and correct any such instances that have occurred. Therefore, there is no genuine issue as to whether Westmoor satisfies the first element of the Faragher-Ellerth defense. 
C. The Plaintiff failed to utilize the proper reporting channels in a reasonable amount of time and ultimately ignored all attempts to reconcile differences. 
The Plaintiff failed to reasonably utilize the university provided anti-harassment policy and reporting procedures. Therefore, the second element of the Faragher-Ellerth defense is satisfied and Westmoor should avoid any finding of liability for the creation of a hostile work environment. There is no genuine issue of material fact as to the second element and the motion for summary judgment should be granted as a matter of law.
In order to satisfy the second element, the movant must demonstrate “that the plaintiff employee unreasonably failed to take advantage of any preventive or corrective opportunities provided by the employer or to avoid harm otherwise.” Ellerth at 765.  
John McKinney alleged that G4S Government Solutions, his employer, created a racially hostile work environment and retaliated against him for reporting these concerns. McKinney v. G4s Gov't Sols., Inc., 711 F. App'x 130, 132 (4th Cir. 2017). McKinney suffered multiple instances of racial discrimination and alleged retaliation at the hands of his coworkers. Id. at 132-34. G4S had an anti-discrimination policy that required reporting employees to do so “immediately” to his “supervisor, a manager, or the Corporate Human Resources Department.” Id. at 137. The events McKinney alleges constituted a racially hostile work environment began in 2011 and occurred until 2013 when official reports were made. Id. 
Although McKinney alleged a racially hostile work environment, as opposed to a retaliatory hostile work environment, the Faragher-Ellerth defense is available to defendants in those cases as well. Id. at 135. Much like McKinney, the Plaintiff here waited an unreasonable amount of time before following the reporting procedures. Id. The Plaintiff’s complaint alleges dozens of events beginning in the Fall of 2022. However, the Plaintiff did not follow the proper channels for reporting this type of behavior until nearly one and a half years later. 
The Westmoor Anti-Harassment Policy states that “[t]he effectiveness of our efforts are measured by employee reporting and supervisor awareness.” Ex. 2. The Plaintiff here did not provide Westmoor with an opportunity to correct and prevent such behavior by her fellow colleagues. When the Plaintiff finally used the proper channels to report the behavior in question, she denied the offered mediation with the faculty in question, and “ignored the email . . .” 
The Plaintiff acted unreasonably by waiting a year and a half to officially report behaviors she alleges create a hostile work environment. When Plaintiff finally did adhere to the proper chain of command, she ignored Westmoor’s attempt to reconcile any differences between herself and specific faculty members. Because the Plaintiff failed to reasonably take advantage of Westmoor’s effective anti-harassment resolution process, the second element of the Faragher-Ellerth defense is satisfied and there is no genuine issue of material fact. The motion for summary judgment should be granted as a matter of law.
CONCLUSION
        	For the foregoing reasons, Defendant’s motion for summary judgment should be granted as a matter of law.
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