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Before JONES, STEWART, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ali se Kapl an appeals fromthe district court’s grant of
summary judgnent for the defendant, the Cty of Arlington. For the
follow ng reasons, the judgnent is AFFI RVED.

Title VII retaliation. The di spositive question is
whet her Kaplan’s filing of internal grievances constitute protected
activity under Title VII. W have long held that an enpl oyee’s

conduct in opposition to what she sincerely believes are unl awf ul

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5TH QR R 47.5. 4.



enpl oynent practices nmay be so disruptive or inappropriate as to

fall outside the scope of protected activity. See, e.q., Dougl as

v. DynMcDernott Petrol eum Operations Co., 144 F. 3d 364, 372-74 (5th

Cir. 1998). The tone of Kaplan’s grievances is unprofessional, to
put it mldly. Kapl an frequently conplained of m nor
i nconveni ences that she believed were part of a canpaign of
“met hodi cal persecution,” and her nenoranda are replete wth
personal attacks on her co-workers and supervisors. Having read
the grievances included in the record, and conparing the facts of
this case to Fifth Crcuit precedent, we hold that Kaplan's
grievances (in terns of tone, content, and frequency) were so
unr easonabl e under the circunstances that, as a matter of |aw, her
actions cannot be deened “protected activity” under Title VII.
Due process. Kapl an contends that the district court
erred in granting the Gty's Rule 12(c) notion for judgnent on the
pl eadi ngs on her due process claim In a 8 1983 action against a
muni ci pality, the plaintiff nust plead facts showing a policy or
custom that was the notivating force for a constitutional

vi ol ati on. See Spiller v. Cty of Texas City Police Dep’'t, 130

F.3d 162, 167 (5th Cr. 1997). Because Kaplan failed to plead such
facts, her due process clains under § 1983 were properly di sm ssed.

AFFI RVED.



