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

No. 93-2533

Summary Cal endar

ANNETTE R CALCOTE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

THE METHODI ST HOSPI TAL
and CLARK WADE,

Def endant s,
THE METHODI ST HOSPI TAL,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(CA- H 92- 296)

(May 20, 1994)

Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
We affirmthe sunmary judgnent in favor of Methodi st Hospital.

Calcote nust show that Methodist failed to take pronpt and

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat 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that this opinion should not be published.



ef fective renedial action after she conplained.! The record shows
that wthin three days after Cal cote conpl ai ned, Met hodi st began an
i nvestigation and told Wade to avoid contact with Cal cote pending
its outcone. Wen the investigation concluded, Mthodist issued a
witten reprimand to Wade and placed it in his permanent file,
ordered himnot to speak to Calcote, ordered himto see a therapi st
to determine if he had a drinking problem and warned \Wade that
repeating such behavior would result in his imedi ate term nati on.
Wade did not speak to Cal cote again.

This response sufficed. Title VII does not require an
enpl oyer to inpose the nbst severe punishnent available.? Wde
made two phone calls.? Prior to those calls, Methodist had
received no conplaints about Wade.* Evidence showed that Wade
acted under the tenporary influence of painkillers and al coho
taken for back pain.® No new incidents occurred after the
reprimand. Title VII did not require nore action by Methodi st on
t hese facts.
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