UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 01-41276

MARCI A R COFFMAN,

Plaintiff - Appellant,
VERSUS
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI'M NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON, and

WAYNE SCOIT,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Eastern District of Texas

(01- CVv-466)
Novenber 19, 2002

Before DAVIS, BARKSDALE, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

After reviewing the briefs and pertinent portions of the
record and hearing the argunents of counsel, we agree with the
magi strate judge that the doctrines of equitable tolling and

equi table estoppel do not save Coffman’s Title VII clains from

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH CR. R 47.5. 4.
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bei ng tinme-barred.

In her deposition, Coffman testified that she |earned about
what qualifies as sexual harassnent in a correctional studies
course she took in 1994. She also learned in that course that
victins have rights in response to sexual harassnent. |n addition,
before the Septenber 1996 incident, Coffrman attended a mandatory
meeting at her unit on the topic of sexual harassnent, and her
supervi sors discussed the Departnent’s intolerance of sexual
harassnment during staff neetings on at |east two occasions.
Because the record reflects that Coffrman had general know edge of
her right not to be harassed on the basis of her sex, equitable
tolling does not apply in this case.!?

Furthernore, for equitable estoppel to apply, the TDCJ nust
have reasonably induced Coffman to refrain from exercising her
rights.? But Coffrman testified in her deposition that nobody at
the TDCJ | ed her to believe that the Departnent’s internal equal
enpl oynent opportunity division was the sane entity as the federal
EECC. And in response to the defendants’ notion for summary
judgnent, Coffrman did not go beyond the allegations in her

pl eadi ngs and desi gnate specific facts show ng that the Departnent

1See Clark v. Resistoflex Co., 854 F.2d 762, 768 (5th Cir. 1988)
(ADEA case); see also Coke v. Gen. Adjustnent Bureau, Inc., 640
F.2d 584, 587, 594-95 (5th Gr. 1981) (en banc) (finding Title VI
and ADEA cases to be i nterchangeabl e on the i ssues of tineliness of
an EEQOC charge and equitable tolling).

2Tyler v. Union Ol Co. of Cal., 304 F.3d 379, 391 (5th Cr.
2002) .
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intentionally delayed its investigation in this matter so that she
woul d m ss the deadline for filing a charge of discrimnation with
the EEOCC. Finally, Coffman has not shown that there is a genuine
issue for trial concerning whether Investigator Cynthia Tilley's
al | eged representation that she woul d “t ake care of everything” was
broader in scope than the Departnent’s internal investigation of
Cof fman’s conpl ai nt. Consequently, the defendants are not
equi tably estopped fromasserting the 300-day |imtations period.

AFFI RVED.



