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Before KING W ENER, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel  ant Linda Shammas appeals a district court judgnent
dismssing with prejudice her clains for sexual harassnent and
retaliation under Title VII against appellee Neiman Marcus.
Shammas argues that the district court clearly erred in finding

agai nst her on the issues of quid pro quo discrimnation, hostile

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



envi ronnment sexual harassnent, and retaliation.

Wth respect to Shammas's appeal fromthe adverse rulings on
quid pro quo and retaliation, we find the evidence was clearly
sufficient to support the district court's findings. I n
particular, the district court did not credit Shanmmas's testinony
that Bullard gave Shammas a di sciplinary warning because she told
hi m she woul d no | onger endure the sexual harassnent. @ ven that
much of the evidence indicated that Shammas was term nated for
i nsubordi nation, the district court did not clearly err in finding
t hat Shanmmas' s di sci pli nary warni ng and subsequent term nati on were
not the result of her refusal to acquiesce in quid pro quo sexual
harassnment or in retaliation for engaging in protected activity
under Title VII.

Shamas al so asserts that the district court erred in finding
agai nst her on her claimfor hostile environnent sexual harassnent.
As much as sone cases, and this case in particular, nmay tenpt us to
substitute our findings for those of the district court, we adhere
to the doctrine that this type of substitution is inproper when the
district court's account of the evidence is plausible in Iight of

the record viewed in its entirety. See Anderson v. Gty of

Bessener Gity, N.C, 470 U S. 564, 573-74, 105 S. C. 1504, 1511

84 L. Ed.2d 518 (1985). After carefully reviewing the record, we
cannot say that the district court clearly erred in finding the
conpl ai ned-of remarks were not sufficiently severe or pervasive to
establ i sh Shammas's hostile environnment sexual harassnment claim
Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.

AFFI RVED.



