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Ni col e Dufresne brought clains of sexual harassnent agai nst
her enployer, J.D. Fields & Co., Inc., claimng hostile work
environnent and retaliation arising from her rejection of a
romantic overture by her supervisor. A jury awarded Dufresne
$62, 500 in conpensatory damages. At the close of trial, Fields
moved for a judgnent as a matter of |aw, which was denied al ong
wth Fields's notion for a newtrial or remttitur. Subsequently,
a bench trial was held on the issue of back pay, and the court
awar ded $20, 330. The court al so awarded $36, 142.50 in attorney’s

f ees. An additional $1,260 in attorney’'s fees was added after

"Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Fi el ds unsuccessfully noved for a newtrial based on new evi dence.
Fields tinely appealed to this Court, challenging the denial of the
various notions as well as the award of back pay.

After considering the record, the briefs, and the oral
argunents, we are persuaded that the judgnent of the district court
is not in error with one exception. W find no error in the
district court’s denial of the defendant’s notions for judgnent as
a matter of law, a newtrial, and remttitur, and no error in the
award of back pay, and consequently we affirmthe jury’s findings
and the court’s award for back pay. However, the award of
conpensat ory danmages was i n excess of the statutory cap provided in
42 U. S. C. § 1981a(B)(3)(A), which provides, under the circunstances
of this case, that conpensatory danages shall not exceed $50, 000.
Accordingly we remand for entry of judgnent consistent with this
statutory provision. Thus the judgnent is

AFFI RVED in part, REVERSED in part,
and REMANDED for entry of judgnent.



