IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 97-11162

JACKI E LADAPQ,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
CI TY OF DALLAS,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(3:96-CV-1791-Q

August 31, 1998
Bef ore REAVLEY, DAVIS and DUHE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The summary judgnent in favor of the Cty of Dallas is
reversed because the affidavit and deposition of the plaintiff
rai se an i ssue of sexual harassnent by a co-worker so severe and
pervasive as to create an abusive working environnent and alter
the conditions of her enploynent, and al so raise an issue that
t he supervi sor and hi gher nanagenent of the City were inforned of

the harassnent but failed to take renedi al action. See Far agher

v. Gty of Boca Raton, 118 S.Ct. 2275, 2283-84(1998); Jones v.

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



Fl agship International, 793 F.2d 714, 719-20 (5th Gr. 1986),

cert. denied, 479 U S. 1065 (1987). Plaintiffs proof is that her
co-worker made consistent remarks about the inferior place of
wonen, referred to his and her body parts, tried to get her to go
with himand spend the night when he could make her feel good —
all despite her insistence that he stop that offensive conduct.
And her proof is that her verbal and witten protests to her
supervi sors achi eved no protection for her fromthis abuse. Wen
the enploynent difficulties finally reached the stage of the
conference in the office of the manager of the admnistrative
support services of the city departnent in Novenber, plaintiff
testifies that the city supervisors refused to allow her to

di scuss Qgl esby’ s sexual harassnent even though plaintiff tried
to do so several tines.

Furthernore, assumng the truth (as we nust) of her
statenents of fact, and the falsity of the contradictions by her
supervi sors and those responsible for the decision not to give
her the permanent enpl oyee position, an issue of pretext and
retaliation is raised.

These issues nust be resolved by further proceedi ngs.

JUDGVENT REVERSED; CAUSE REMANDED



