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PER CURI AM *

Appel I ant Janet Caneron takes issue with two evidentiary
points involved in her Title VIl sexual harassnent claim against
the U S. Postal Service. Her case, brought on account of a sexual
relati onship she had with her boss for about one year, was tried to

an advi sory jury, which found against her. The court, for reasons

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on
the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



not evident in the record, discarded the advisory jury's verdict
and entered its own findings and conclusions in favor of appell ee.
Caneron does not assert that the verdict is bereft of supporting
evi dence, but instead, she asserts that introduction of the
chal | enged evi dence i nperm ssibly tainted the court's decision. W
di sagree and affirm

Evans first contends that the trial court erred in
allowi ng the postal service to assert the "defense" of consensual
sexual conduct, which allegedly surprised Caneron unfairly at
trial. Answering interrogatories shortly before trial, the postal
service stated that it "had not nmade a determ nation" as to the
consensual ity of Caneron and her boss's relationship. At trial,
however, under Cross exam nati on, the postal service's
i nvestigator, who had signed the interrogatories, explained that
she had | ong ago forned the personal opinion that the relationship
was consensual. Canmeron's counsel asked the court to strike this
testinony and sanction the postal service for taking a position
inconsistent wwth its interrogatory answers. The court refused to
do so. The court permtted considerable cross-exam nation about
t he i nconsi stency and apparently determ ned that the investigator's
explanation went to the weight and credibility rather than the
adm ssibility of the testinony.

This court reviews questions concerning the prudence of
adm ssion or exclusion of evidence under an abuse of discretion
st andar d. Here, we find no abuse. Moreover, if there was an

error, it was harm ess. There was other evidence in the record of



t he consensual nature of the relationship. And, in his findings of
fact and conclusions of law, the trial court clearly found
Caneron's supervisor the nore credible w tness concerning the
nature of the rel ationship.

Caneron al so conpl ai ns that the court inproperly admtted
evi dence of two romantic affairs that Canmeron engaged in after her
relationship with the supervisor term nated and before her divorce
becane final. Wether this evidence should have been admtted is

dubi ous. The postal service's post hoc rationale for admtting

it -- to inpeach Caneron's testinony that her affair with her boss
was coer ced because she was nmarried -- was not clearly presented in
the trial court. But we need not speculate further on this

evi dence, because the trial court took no account of it in his
findi ngs and concl usi ons, and the judge's comments on limting the
nature of this testinony denonstrate that he was well aware of its
limted probative value. Any error inadmtting this testinony was
har m ess.

The judgnent of the trial court is AFFI RVED



