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Susan W1l son appeals fromthe summary j udgnent di sm ssing her
Title VIl sexual harassnent (hostile work environnent) claim
agai nst her fornmer enployer, the Gty of Plano, Texas. W son
contends that there is a material fact issue as to whether the Cty
had actual or constructive know edge of the all eged harassnent and
failed to take pronpt renedial action; and, alternatively, that
there is a material fact issue as to whether the harassing

supervi sor was an agent of the Cty and whether his know edge of




the harassnent can be inputed to the City. Pursuant to our
requi site de novo review of the sunmary judgnent record, we AFFI RM
essentially for the reasons stated by the district court. WIson
v. Cty of Plano, TX, No. 4:96-CV-190 (E.D. Tex. 7 July 1997)
(unpubl i shed).

The City cross-appeals the district court’s order requiring
it, the prevailing party, to bear its own costs. Pursuant to FED.
R QGv. P. 54(d), except when provi ded ot herwi se by statute or rule,
“costs other than attorneys’ fees shall be allowed as of course to
the prevailing party unless the court otherw se directs”. Although
the district court has broad discretion in determning whether to
award costs to a prevailing party, Rule 54(d) creates “a strong
presunption that the prevailing party wll be awarded costs”.
Schwarz v. Folloder, 767 F.2d 125, 131 (5th G r. 1985). CQur court
has held that, when a district court declines to award costs to a
prevailing party, it should state its reasons for doing so. |d. at
131-32. See also Hall v. State FarmFire & Cas. Co., 937 F. 2d 210,
216-17 (5th Cr. 1991); Walters v. Roadway Express, Inc., 557 F.2d
521, 526-27 (5th Cr. 1977). Because the district court did not
state reasons for requiring the Gty to bear its own costs, we
REMAND the question of <costs to the district court for
reconsideration of its decision. |If the district court determ nes
that the Gty is not entitled to costs, it should state its reasons

for that deci sion.
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