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SUMMARY

This Magistrate Judge’s Report and Recommendation addresses the Louisiana Special School
District’s motion for summary judgment in Toshei A. Woods’s Title VII employment-discrimination
and retaliation action. The court recommends granting summary judgment and dismissing the
remaining claims, concluding that Woods lacked direct or sufficient circumstantial evidence of race,
color, or sex discrimination and failed to establish pretext. The document also includes notice of the
14-day period for filing objections under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation on the defendant's
motion for summary judgment in a Title VII employment-
discrimination action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that there is
no genuine dispute as to any material fact and that the movant is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The court must view facts and
reasonable inferences in the light most favorable to the nonmovant and
may not weigh evidence or assess credibility. Under the McDonnell
Douglas framework, the plaintiff bears the ultimate burden of showing
intentional discrimination or retaliation, and must produce substantial
evidence of pretext after the employer articulates a legitimate,
nondiscriminatory reason.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Woods's Title VII claims based on race,
color, and sex discrimination.

2. Whether Woods established a prima facie case of disparate pay under Title VII.

3. Whether Woods engaged in protected activity and established a prima facie case of Title VII retaliation.

4. Whether the alleged comments, pay disparity, and workplace treatment were sufficiently severe or
pervasive to constitute a hostile work environment under Title VII.

HOLDINGS

1. Woods failed to establish discrimination through direct evidence because the alleged comments were
stray remarks that did not prove, without inference or presumption, that race, color, or sex motivated the
termination. She also failed to establish a prima facie case under McDonnell Douglas because she
identified neither a qualifying replacement nor a similarly situated comparator treated more favorably,
and she produced no substantial evidence that the employer's legitimate performance-based reasons were
pretextual.

2. Woods failed to establish a prima facie case of disparate pay because she did not identify a nonprotected
comparator who was paid more for substantially similar work under nearly identical circumstances.

3. Woods failed to establish a prima facie retaliation claim because her alleged complaints about
accountability, funds, allocations, discrepancies, and violations concerning children did not oppose an
employment practice she reasonably believed violated Title VII.

4. Woods failed to establish a hostile work environment because the alleged conduct was sporadic,
nonthreatening, and at most offensive, rather than sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions
of employment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff’s own testimony establishes that she did not oppose an employment practice she believed was
unlawful under Title VII.” (Discussion § III)

“There is simply no evidence of a hostile work environment, and, accordingly, Plaintiff’s claim fails.”
(Discussion § IV)



“IT IS RECOMMENDED that Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment (R. Doc. 50) be GRANTED and
Plaintiff’s claims against Defendant be DISMISSED.” (Conclusion and Recommendation)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Woods worked for the Louisiana Special School District in several positions and became Director of
Accountability after a 2021 legislative reorganization. The superintendent, Ernest Garrett, concluded that Woods
had substandard performance, lacked necessary leadership and collaborative skills, failed to meet stated
objectives, and was not receptive to feedback. Woods's employment was terminated on or about October 29,
2021, and the position was not filled for approximately nine months. Woods relied on alleged comments about
race, color, sex, hair, eyelashes, and the stereotype of an angry Black woman, as well as alleged pay disparities
and exclusion from emails, to support her Title VII discrimination, retaliation, disparate-pay, and hostile-work-
environment claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Woods filed an employment-discrimination complaint in the Eastern District of Louisiana alleging race, color,
sex, and age discrimination and retaliation under Title VII and the ADEA. The Eastern District dismissed the
ADEA claims as barred by sovereign immunity but allowed the Title VII claims to proceed, and the case was
transferred to the Middle District of Louisiana. After Woods filed her opposition and motion for summary
judgment after the applicable deadline, the court considered the filing as an opposition in light of her pro se
status. The magistrate judge recommended granting the defendant's motion for summary judgment and
dismissing the remaining Title VII claims.
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