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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma denied Sunrooms and More
Design Center, Inc.’s motion to dismiss Leisa Shannon’s intervenor complaint in a Title VII sex-
discrimination action. The court held that Shannon plausibly alleged hostile work environment,
constructive discharge, retaliation, and an Oklahoma Protection of Labor Act claim. The court also
found that Shannon’s intervention was timely and declined to address dismissal of purported class

claims because her complaint did not assert any.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss intervenor Leisa Shannon's complaint alleging Title VII sex
discrimination, hostile work environment, constructive discharge,

retaliation, and an Oklahoma Protection of Labor Act claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the Court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, views them in the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, and draws reasonable inferences for the nonmoving party, but
does not accept mere legal conclusions. The complaint must state a

plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Shannon's motion to intervene and intervenor complaint were timely under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 24.

2. Whether Shannon plausibly stated a Title VII hostile work environment claim.
3. Whether Shannon plausibly stated a Title VII constructive discharge claim.

4. Whether Shannon plausibly stated a Title VII retaliation claim based on the withholding of bonuses and

denial of vacation time.

5. Whether Title VII preempted Shannon's Oklahoma Protection of Labor Act claim and whether that state-
law claim was adequately pleaded.

HOLDINGS

1. Shannon's motion to intervene and subsequent complaint were timely because she sought intervention
less than a month after the EEOC filed its complaint, any prejudice to Sunrooms was minimal at that

early stage, and denying intervention would have caused greater prejudice to Shannon.

2. Shannon plausibly stated a Title VII hostile work environment claim where she alleged daily sex-based

harassment, an episode of physical sexual misconduct, pervasive conduct affecting female employees,
and notice to management followed by an inadequate response.

3. Shannon plausibly stated a constructive discharge claim because the alleged ongoing sexual harassment,
inadequate response, and retaliatory withholding of bonuses could have made a reasonable employee

feel compelled to resign.

4. Shannon plausibly stated a Title VII retaliation claim because she alleged protected opposition to sexual
harassment, materially adverse withholding of bonuses, and a sufficiently close temporal connection

supporting causation.

5. Shannon adequately pleaded an Oklahoma Protection of Labor Act claim, and Title VII did not preempt
it.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Title VII “does not establish a general civility code for the workplace,” so “run-of-the-mill boorish,
juvenile, or annoying behavior that is not uncommon in American workplaces is not the stuff of a Title VII

hostile work environment claim.”” (Analysis 11.A)

“Whether they would have made a reasonable employee resign is to be decided later.” (Analysis 11.B)

“Accordingly, the Court DENIES the Motion (Dkt. 22).” (Conclusion)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Leisa Shannon worked as a Customer Support Manager for Sunrooms from approximately November 2021 until
May 15, 2023. She alleged that majority owner Donald Durrett subjected her and other female employees to
daily verbal and occasional physical sexual harassment, including pulling down Shannon's sock and scratching
her leg. After Shannon reported the conduct, management allegedly failed to correct it and retaliated by
withholding bonuses and denying previously approved vacation time. Shannon alleged that the continuing

harassment, failure to respond, and retaliation constructively discharged her.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The EEOC filed an employment-discrimination action against Sunrooms. Shannon moved to intervene, the
Court previously granted her leave to intervene, and she filed her complaint thirty-two days later. Sunrooms
moved to dismiss Shannon's complaint, arguing that intervention was untimely and that her claims were
inadequately pleaded. The Court denied the motion in its entirety.
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