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SUMMARY

The Seventh Circuit affirmed summary judgment for defendants in Shannon Golat’s action alleging a
sex-based hostile work environment, retaliation, denial of reasonable accommodation, and equal-
protection violations. The court held that the alleged sex-based comments and conduct were not
sufficiently severe or pervasive to support the hostile-work-environment and Equal Protection claims,
and it upheld the rulings concerning Golat’s disability-accommodation allegations. The opinion also
held that Golat’s sworn EEOC charge could be treated as an affidavit for summary-judgment purposes.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the alleged sexist comments and conduct were sufficiently severe or pervasive to support a
Title VII hostile-work-environment claim.

2. Whether the same conduct supported an equal-protection claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

3. Whether requiring full-day sick leave for medical appointments, moving Golat's office, requiring
transcription from a digital audio recording system, and denying assistance with transcripts violated the
Rehabilitation Act.

4. Whether Golat's investigations, discipline, unpaid administrative leave, and nonrehiring decisions
constituted retaliation for protected activity.

5. Whether Golat's contact with homicide-victim family members before filing an EEOC charge
constituted protected participation under Title VII.

HOLDINGS

1. The alleged sexist and sexual comments, although unprofessional, rude, and offensive, were not
objectively severe or pervasive enough to alter the conditions of Golat's employment and therefore did
not establish a hostile work environment.

2. Because Golat could not establish a Title VII violation based on gender discrimination, summary
judgment was also proper on her equal-protection claim under § 1983.

3. The defendants did not violate the Rehabilitation Act because the challenged measures either had no
demonstrated connection to Golat's disability or constituted reasonable accommodations that allowed her
to perform her essential job duties.

4. Golat's contact with the Rosolowskis to gather information for a potential EEOC charge was not
protected participation under Title VII because no EEOC charge, proceeding, or investigation had begun
when the contact occurred.

5. The travel-reimbursement investigation and written warning were not materially adverse employment
actions, and the remaining adverse actions were not shown to be retaliatory because Golat could not
establish pretext or but-for causation.

6. A sworn EEOC charge containing language substantially similar to a declaration under penalty of
perjury may be treated as an affidavit for summary-judgment purposes.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Given these similarities, we will treat the EEOC charge as an affidavit.” (12)



“However, some of the conduct (like the mug) was not directed exclusively at Ms. Golat, and the rest of the
conduct cannot be characterized as more than the “occasional vulgar banter, tinged with sexual innuendo, of
coarse or boorish workers,” which is not enough.” (15)

“Accordingly, Ms. Golat’s conversation with the Rosolowskis does not qualify as protected activity.” (23-24)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Golat worked as a court reporter for a Rusk County, Wisconsin, judge from 2007 until the judge retired in 2022.
She alleged that the judge and court personnel made sexist comments, tolerated sexually derogatory conduct,
failed to accommodate work restrictions resulting from an elbow injury, and retaliated against her through
investigations, discipline, and decisions not to rehire her. The alleged adverse actions included a one-week
suspension related to a missing vacuum and the refusal of successor judges to rehire her after the appointing
judge retired.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Golat sued state-court-system officials and employees under Title VII, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and the Rehabilitation
Act. The Western District of Wisconsin granted summary judgment to the defendants on all counts. The Seventh
Circuit reviewed the judgment and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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