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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Plaintiff Francine Roberts appeals from the district court's decision
granting summary judgment in favor of Defendant Rodney Slater,
Secretary of Transportation, on her claim of sexua harassment. The
court ruled that there were no material factsin dispute with respect

to whether the conduct at issue amounted to harassment and whether
Roberts's employer provided an effective remedy. We agree with the
court's ruling on the latter issue; accordingly, we do not reach the first
issue, and we affirm.

The record indicates that Roberts's co-worker subjected her to
inappropriate comments and gestures over a period of three months,
with the misconduct increasing in intensity over that period. When
she and other victims of the same co-worker advised their supervisor
of his conduct, the co-worker was reprimanded and transferred to
another location, thus depriving him of the opportunity to continue
mistreating Roberts. This remedy stopped the improper conduct and
therefore was sufficient as a matter of law. See Spicer v. Virginia
Dep't of Corrections, 66 F.3d 705, 711 (4th Cir. 1995); cf. Burlington
Indus., Inc. v. Ellerth, 118 S. Ct. 2257, 2270-71 (1998). Thus, the
grant of summary judgment in favor of the Defendant was proper. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



