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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts grants the defendants’ motion for

summary judgment on all claims brought by self-represented plaintiff Monique Davis. The court

addresses alleged race discrimination, hostile work environment, and retaliation claims under Title VII

and Massachusetts General Laws chapter 151B, including claims concerning failure to promote, a

COVID-19 merit bonus, workplace treatment, and alleged harassment. The court concludes that Davis

failed to establish the required discriminatory or retaliatory inference and, for the hostile work

environment claim, did not show sufficiently severe or pervasive racial harassment.
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Plaintiff's self-represented Title VII and Massachusetts Chapter 151B
claims for race discrimination, hostile work environment, retaliation,
and constructive discharge were before the court on defendants'

motion for summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that there is
no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court viewed the record in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party and drew reasonable inferences
in her favor.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Davis presented sufficient evidence to support Title VII and Chapter 151B disparate-treatment
claims based on failure to promote, the COVID-19 merit bonus, and alleged favoritism in providing

information about the public-records position.

2. Whether Davis presented evidence of a severe or pervasive racially hostile work environment under
Title VII or Chapter 151B.

3. Whether Davis established a retaliation claim based on the revision of her job description or her

resignation.

4. Whether Davis established constructive discharge.

HOLDINGS

1. Davis failed to establish a prima facie inference that she was denied the public records coordinator
position because of race because the selected candidate was also Black and the record contained no
direct evidence or other competent evidence of discriminatory animus. Defendants were entitled to
summary judgment on the failure-to-promote claims.

2. Davis failed to show that any difference in treatment concerning the COVID-19 merit bonus or
information about the public-records position was because of race, and the website referral was not
shown to be a materially adverse employment action. These events could not support a Title VII or

Chapter 151B disparate-treatment claim.

3. Davis failed to establish a racially hostile work environment because the alleged conduct was not
sufficiently severe or pervasive and was not shown to be based on race. Defendants were entitled to
summary judgment on the Title VII and Chapter 151B hostile-work-environment claims.

4. Davis failed to establish retaliation because she did not show protected activity known to the alleged
retaliators, causation, or a materially adverse employment action. The revised job description merely
reflected duties she was already performing and did not change her grade, compensation, or actual
duties.

5. Davis failed to establish constructive discharge because she did not first establish a hostile work
environment or working conditions sufficiently severe to compel a reasonable person to resign.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate if “the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material

9

fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

“Offhand comments and a tense or uncomfortable working relationship with one’s supervisor are, without



more, insufficient to support a hostile work environment claim.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Davis, who identified as Black, worked for the Springfield Police Department and later in the City Clerk's
Office, where she applied for the public records coordinator position. The City Clerk selected another Black
employee, Marvina Shubrick, for the position, and Davis subsequently complained about workplace treatment,
management decisions, and alleged discrimination. Davis's job description was revised to reflect her public-
records work, without a change in grade, pay, or actual duties, and the City investigated her complaints. Davis

took FMLA leave and resigned on January 27, 2022, citing an unbearable and uncomfortable work environment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Monique Davis sued the City of Springfield, William Mahoney, and Gladys Oyola alleging employment
discrimination, hostile work environment, and retaliation. Defendants moved for summary judgment on all
counts. The court granted the motion in full and directed the Clerk's Office to close the case.
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