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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma considered MHM Support
Services’ motion for summary judgment in Airia Browning’s claims under Title VII and the Oklahoma
Anti-Discrimination Act. The court granted summary judgment on the racial discrimination and
retaliation claims, but held that evidence of alleged sexual and race-based harassment created triable
issues on the hostile work environment claim. The motion was therefore granted in part and denied in
part.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on Plaintiff's Title VII racial-
discrimination, Oklahoma Anti-Discrimination Act, retaliation, and
hostile-work-environment claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when the movant shows that no genuine
dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law. The evidence and reasonable inferences are viewed
in the light most favorable to the nonmovant. The Court applied the
McDonnell Douglas burden-shifting framework to the Title VII
discrimination and retaliation claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether allegations predating October 14, 2022, were time-barred for all claims or could be considered
as part of the hostile-work-environment claim.

2. Whether the McDonnell Douglas burden-shifting framework governed Plaintiff's Title VII racial-
discrimination and retaliation claims.

3. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's Title VII racial-discrimination and
OADA claims for lack of evidence that Defendant's stated reason was pretextual.

4. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's retaliation claim for lack of
evidence supporting a prima facie case or pretext.

5. Whether the evidence created a triable issue on whether Plaintiff was subjected to a sufficiently severe
or pervasive hostile work environment.

HOLDINGS

1. Allegations predating October 14, 2022, could be considered in evaluating Plaintiff's hostile-work-
environment claim, but could not be used to establish Plaintiff's discrete racial-discrimination and
retaliation claims.

2. The McDonnell Douglas burden-shifting framework applies to Plaintiff's Title VII racial-discrimination
and retaliation claims.

3. Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's Title VII racial-discrimination claim and
OADA claim because Plaintiff failed to present evidence from which a reasonable factfinder could find
that Defendant's stated reason for the employment decision was pretextual.

4. Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's retaliation claim because Plaintiff failed to
establish pretext.

5. Defendant was not entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's hostile-work-environment claim because
the summary-judgment record presented minimally sufficient evidence for a jury to decide whether the
workplace was sufficiently severe or pervasive.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For a hostile environment claim to survive a summary judgment motion, ‘a plaintiff must show that a
rational jury could find that the workplace is permeated with discriminatory intimidation, ridicule, and insult,
that is sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of the victim’s employment and create an abusive
working environment.’” (Discussion § III)



“For the reasons explained above, Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment [Doc. No. 40] is GRANTED in
part and DENIED in part.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Airia Browning, an African American Medical Assistant I, worked for MHM from approximately November
2021 until June 2023 and was the only African American and only male employee in that position at the relevant
locations. Browning alleged that supervisor Zach Green and coworker Jacquayla McGlothin made repeated
sexual and race-related comments and that MHM denied a raise or promotion. MHM attributed the denial to
Browning's lack of the required certification, and Green treated a draft resignation letter as Browning's
resignation. Browning alleged that harassment occurred repeatedly over the course of his employment, while the
record specifically identified several comments and text messages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in Oklahoma County state court on November 13, 2023. Defendant removed the action to the
Western District of Oklahoma on January 8, 2024. On Defendant's motion for summary judgment, the Court
granted judgment on the racial-discrimination, OADA, and retaliation claims but denied judgment on the hostile-
work-environment claim.
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