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WinthropNancy Dalrymple another.1&vs. Town of

No. 98-P-1377.

28, 2000.9, DecemberSuffolk. December 1999.

& JJ.Pbrretta, Gillerman, Lbnk,Present:

Practice, Civil,Evidence, materiality, of conduct.Relevancy Patternand
verdict, verdict,notwithstanding Directedjury, JudgmentInstructions to

Remittitur,trial, fees, Costs, Attorney’sAttorney’s Damages,Interest.New
Law,law,fees, Anti-Discriminationanti-discrimination Punitive.Under

Sex, Attorney’s Municipalfees.Damages,employment,Termination of
Police,Corporations, Discharge.Police.

and retaliation based onemploymentAt the trial of a claim of discrimination
testimony did notrulings objections plaintiff’son to thegender, judge’sthe

any ground forprovide reversal. [616-617]
preserve appellatefor reviewproperlyDefendants in a civil action did not

[617-618],juryto the andrespect judge’sclaims with to the instructions
right to from the denial of their motionsappealthe defendants waived their

verdict,notwithstanding wherejudgmentand thefor directed verdict for
at the close of all thethey did their motions for directed verdictnot renew

evidence [618-619].
action, thatappealthere no merit to the defendants’ claim onIn a civil was

jury confusion.the verdict was the result of [619]
ingenderfor discriminationon the record of civil claimsappearedNo basis

ruling denying remittiturjudge’sto disturb theemployment and retaliation
[619-621], ordamagescompensatorythe of the amount ofquestionon

damagespunitive [621].
case, held individu-gender police properlya chief of wasIn a discrimination

thatprofessional capacityin hisally liable for acts he committed
against policea officer.discriminated [621]

151B,L. c.action was entitled under G.in a civilprevailing plaintiffThe
9, thein connection withattorney’s fees and coststo reasonable§

appeal.defendants’ [621-622]

onin the CourtSuperior DepartmentCivil action commenced
3, 1995.August

1 LaMonica, both in hisWinthrop,of was suedAngelo policethe chief of
individually.andcapacityofficial
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Fremont-Smith,The case was tried before J.Thayer
David A. Robinson J. him)with for theCipoletta{James

defendant.
Maxine for theSushelsky plaintiff.

J. This arises out of a award ofjury’sPerretta, appeal
and on acompensatory punitive damages broughtcomplaint by

151B, 4,to G. L. c. thatNancy Dalrymple pursuant alleging§
LaMonica,the town of and its chief of AngeloWinthrop police,

had discriminated her on the basis of her andagainst gender
then, when she to the Massachusetts Commissioncomplained

Discrimination (MCAD), retaliated herAgainst by dismissing
from the force. On the defendants claim errorpolice appeal by
the Court in Ms instruc-Superior judge evidentiary rulmgs, jury
tions, and demals of their various motions the suf-attacking

of the evidence and remittitur.2 We affirm theficiency seeking
judgment.

1. The evidence. Evidence of the facts wasfollowing
After a ofreceived Bachelor Arts degreepresented. Dalrymple

mand a Master of Science the fields of sciencedegree political
admimstration,and crimmal she inworkedjustice respectively,

a until the hired as abank 1980. That townyear, Dalrymple
later, became areserve officer. Two sheyears permanentpolice

officer, the first woman to hold thatWintMop police position.
attended the and holds certificates ofShe police academy

of additional courses and in the areas ofteamingcompletion
aid,first of the andfingerprinting, operation breathalyzer,

abuse,of child and sexualsex offensesinvestigation (rape,
assault).

thetestified at about treatment shelengthDalrymple
after she became a member of the Win-experienced permanent
force.3 Her male leftcolleagues magazinepolice picturestMop

At theof naked women m desk drawers or on desktops. police
station, some officers watched containingpolice videotapes

ifmaterial and told to out”“getsexually explicit Dalrymple
an she had beenshe didn’t As of investigationapprove. part

$575,000.ofjury Dalrymple damages2The in the total amountawarded
3,brought August judgeThe trial instructed3Dalrymple this action on 1995.

occasions, occurring morejury, anythat evidence of eventthe on numerous
of this action wasyears prior Dalrymple’sthan three to commencement

discriminatory mightconduct that haveshowing patternlimited to a of a of
by and was notperiod encompassed complaintinto the time thecontinued

damages.anyto consideration ofrelevant
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1989, an arrest warrant.obtainedin Dalrympleonworking early
time,4LaMonica, took theat the warranta lieutenantAngelo

call her if hehe foundand told her that wouldfrom Dalrymple
locatedWhen LaMonicanamed in thethe individual warrant.

and, instead, asked twoindividual, he not tell Dalrymplethe did
make the arrest.male officers to

1989, to coverlater, was assignedof DalrympleA little April
as-all the male officers wereat the station whilethe telephones
theaskeda raid. When Dalrympleto in drugsigned participate

excluded fromshe had been participat-whyofficersupervising
raid,raid, and weahaving drugthe he told her: “We’reining

to thecan Dalrymple spokeneed all the we get.”manpower
and alsofrom the raidof about her exclusionthen chief police

of selectmen.in a letter to the boardher concernsexpressed
selectmen,Thereafter, an informal conversa-one of the during

tion, sheand asked her whyhis arm around Dalrympleput
that sheraid the factto in a drug givenwould want participate

informed the selectmenchild at home.had a Dalrympleyoung
in the raid also hadhadthat the male officers who participated

children. the MOAD.5also filed a withDalrymple complaint
occasion, assisted in theOn another Dalrymple transporta-yet

officer, to thearrested another policetion of a juvenile, by
at the stationthe motherstation. When juvenile’s appeared

arrested, an officerto her son had beenknowdemanding why
Dal-informed had occurred becauseher that her son’s arrest

couldn’t handle the situationa young lady,rymple, “being
??

shift,1990, work to whichIn the fall of regularDalrymple’s
ten and she waschanged,she had been for wasassigned years,

directto a shift her under the supervisionwhichreassigned put
the of thehad been in oncharge nightof the same officer who

filed araid from she was excluded. She grievancewhichdrug
LaMonica, deniedunder the union contract. Heas requiredwith

andher contract remedythe andgrievance, Dalrymple pursued
MCAJD.filed another with thecomplaint

Next, 1991, name fromcame the omission of Dalrymple’sin
for firearm recertification.a memorandum listing assignments

acting policechief of inLaMonica theappointed4The board of selectmen
November, 1989, following year.of thepermanent Apriland chief in

$25,000,damages,complainton that and was awarded5Dalrymple prevailed
151B,c. Seeattorney’s pursuant §fees to G. L. 9.for emotional distress and

(2000).Winthrop Dalrymple, post 1112v.
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After out the her name onwasDalrymple pointed oversight, put
However, list,an list. unlike other officer on theupdated every

her name reference to herwithout official title.appeared
1991,In was several months into her secondJuly, Dalrymple
and asked that she be to theassigned within sta-pregnancy duty

tion, a had been herwhich her firstrequest granted during
reasons,similar for different and variouspregnancy; requests,

had been her male Rather thangranted thecolleagues. granting
LaMonica, 21, 1991,on her fromrequest, August relieved duty

without filed another with the MCADpay. Dalrymple complaint
8,as as a courtwell action. See note As a result of thoseinfra.

1991,21,she returned to onwork andproceedings, September
was theduties within station herassigned during pregnancy.
She theworked within station from 21September through

18,October 1991.
22, 1991,After the birth of her second child on November

took sick and and thenleaveDalrymple personal requested,
three-month,to the town’s a leave ofby-law,pursuant unpaid

15,absence. When that of absence on Marchleave expired
1992, and was a second leave ofgrantedDalrymple requested

15, 11, 1992,absence until June four1992. On June beforedays
leave,the date of her second a let-wroteexpiration Dalrymple

ter to LaMonica and the board an ad-personnel requesting
149,ditional leave of absence to G. L. c.eight-week pursuant

105D. LaMonica that he facilitate herwouldresponded§
which the board had totown’srequest only personnel authority

grant.
she received no word from the boardAlthough personnel

15,to the of her on Juneleave didprior expiration Dalrymple
30,not return to on that date. thework On June personnel

board denied her on the basis that she hadrequest already
of herreceived more than weeks leave aseight maternity part

30,six-month of absence. On that same June La-­leave day,
3, 1992,Monica ordered to for onduty JulyDalrymple report

thenor face the of action.disciplinary Dalrymplepossibility
doctor, letter, 1,her a datedcontacted who wrote 1992.6July

not beThe doctor stated in that letter that wouldDalrymple

June, 1992, leave,6During Dalrymple soughtMarch and while on treatment
righther hand and forpre-existing injury, carpal syndrome,for a tunnel to

earlier,right yearshandpain injuredin her left hand. She had her about three
discharging police range.three rounds of ammunition at a firearmswhile over

However, injuryshe did not the extent of her until several monthsappreciate
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abecause offor tothirty forty-five daysable to return to work
ahand as well as recentlyto her rightwork-related injuryprior

thatin her left wrist(tendinitis)conditioninjuriousdeveloped
return to workdid notrelated to her Dalrymplewas pregnancy.

letter toInstead, the doctor’sher husband broughtas ordered.
the door to LaMonica’sit underthe station and slippedpolice

order, Dal­then issued a second requiringoffice. LaMonica
15 or to face disciplin­for on Julyeither to dutyrymple report

her from carry­that her injuriesaction.ary Believing prevented
duties, LaMonicadid not for duty.out her Dalrymple reporting

8, failurehercitingher for five effectivedays, Julysuspended
that sheand to his orderobeyto return to work on June 15

for on 3.duty Julyreport
to the board of selectmenherDalrymple appealed suspension

issuedher LaMonicaon 10. While wasJuly appeal pending,
order, 15 or face furtherfor onduty Julyanother report

her belief that her injuriesaction. firm inRemainingdisciplinary
duties, did nother unable to her Dalrymplerendered perform

warned, to theLaMonica recommendedfor Asduty.report
that it initiate to consider takingboard of selectmen proceedings

her dismissalincludingaction against Dalrymple,disciplinary
21, the board Dalrym-from the force. On July upheldpolice

and notified her that a would behearingple’s suspension
beconducted to determine whether she should dismissed.

10, 1992, the concluded thatOn boardAugust Dalrymple
force for “conductshould be dismissed from the police

misconduct whicha officer and substantialunbecoming police
affects the interest the efficiencyadversely public by impairing

theof the Police Dalrymple appealedWinthrop Department.”
decision to the Commission toboard’s Civil Service pursuant
31,G.L. c. 43.§

1, 1994, thatOn the commission ordered DalrympleAugust
that fit toa medical determination she wasbe reinstated upon

5, 1994,December afterreturn to returned to work onSheduty.

later, attention.right soughtside and medicalslippedwhen she and fell on her
syndrome rightin her hand.carpalher that she had tunnelHer doctor advised

LaMonica, onby diagnosis,the thisappointedAfter a doctor town verified
6, 1990, totime and medical bills relatedAugust granted her benefits for sick

3, 1992,thereafter, August requested benefits for herinjury. Dalrympleher on
newly developedas for herongoing injury, carpal syndrome,tunnel as well

request,that and the boardinjury, tendinitis in her left wrist. LaMonica denied
upheld the denial.
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medicaltwo examinations.7 Prior to her andsuspension
dismissal, record, is,had an thatDalrymple exemplary positive
work evaluations and no disciplinary reports.

2. to It is the defendants’Objections Dalrymple’s testimony.
claim that each of the three the on theirrulings by judge objec-
tions to reversal of theDalrymple’s testimony requires
judgment.

When asked LaMonica would not her verifiedwhy accept
work,medical for not toreason stated thatreturning Dalrymple

she that the defendants because she hadbelieved were angry
filed discrimination and that towantedcomplaints they punish
her for the aso. to wasdoing Dalrymple’s response question
statement of the rather than an andobvious inadmissible

an ultimateon issue. Seeprejudicial opinion touching Puopolo
Co., (1996).v. Honda 41Motor Mass. 96App. Ct.

was allowed to that she was her al-testifyDalrymple using
lotted number of vacation in order to bedays throughoutpresent

to askthe trial on her She was also allowed twocomplaint.
on behalf of the defendants if theyofficers whopolice appeared

trial,at the and both thatwere on while were.duty replied they
The defendants claim that this evidence “was a anddeceptive

treatment.” The evidenceeffort to show ‘disparate’prejudicial
not offered to or treatment. Wewas show past present disparate

the broad of the discretion tothink it within range judge’s
to theconclude that had some relevancetestimonyDalrymple’s

of and that her cross-examination of the of-question damages
ficers an line of intended to anywas inquiry dispelappropriate

is,notion that the officers the defendants’ thatfavored position,
thethat to defendants’voluntarilythey appeared support

position.
whenAs described LaMonica wasby Dalrymple, “upset”

to in When asked how sheshe returned work 1991.8September,
that shethat LaMonica statedknew was displeased, Dalrymple

“[tjhathim heard him heon television and saysaw interviewed

work,Dalrymple’s return to the townphysician approved7After the town’s
hadDalrymple’sconcluded that treatmentreferred her to another doctor who

returning tonecessary capableand that she was now ofbeen reasonable and
work.

ruling, jurydid not inform the thatjudge’s Dalrymplewith the8Consistent
a Court order that she be al­pursuant Superiorshe had returned to work to
assigned duty policewithin the stationreturn to work and that she belowed to

herthroughout pregnancy.
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this throughwould followthe townthat he “hopedwas upset”
or it.”appeal

inadmissiblewasthis testimonythatdefendants argueThe
759-760,758, 766-767424 Mass.Bain v. Springfield,under

into thecase, mayorsent a letterthethat(1997). plaintiffIn
male to aof a white posi-hisshe described appointmentwhich

andHer letterdiscrimination.”as “blatanttion she had sought
alongnewsdetailed in a local publicationremarks wereother

the allegationsHe labeled plaintiff’sthe mayor’s response.with
at-“meritless,” of someone“baseless,” anand exampleas

for gain.”the lawsrights personalcivil“to manipulatetempting
statementthat the mayor’sIn Bain’s argumentrejecting

retaliation, theoffor her claimbasisan evidentiaryprovided
cannot countenancewe most emphaticallycourt held: “What

localin theis the mayor’s responseof retaliationas an instance
him. The newspaper quotedthe charges againsttonewspaper

anthe mayor,charges againstserious and damagingBain’s
forum,in the sameentitled toelected official. He was respond

seemedjudgmentsand to state what politicalto defend himself
The....not defamatoryso as werelong theyappropriate

but not sois weightyin discriminationinterest remedying
coreto a restriction onamountsas to whatjustifyweighty

Id. at 766-767.political speech.”
the nature of thethink NotBain wereonlyWe inapposite.

madeunder which weretheyand the circumstancesremarks
Bain, for which theythein so also was purposedifferentvery

LaMonica’sconcerningoffered. testimonywere Dalrymple’s
asnot offeredto in wasto her return 1991dutyreaction

Rather, that was offeredact. testimonyof a retaliatoryevidence
conductof discriminatoryafor the of showing patternpurpose
encom-into the time periodcontinuedallegedthat Dalrymple

3,note supra.her Seeby complaint.passed
theerror indefendants allegeThe3. The instructions.jury

ofthe elements genderthe onjuryrefusal to instructjudge’s
their writtenaccordance withretaliation inanddiscrimination

conference, nodefendants madethetheDuring chargerequests.
make any argu-nor did theytheirmention of written requests

to the judge’s proposedor make any objectionment against
the defendantsthe charge,conclusion ofAt theinstructions.

one relatingclarification on pointand the gavejudgerequested
However, to the instructions.made no objectiontheyto damages.

(1974). The argumentMass. 81651(b), 365Mass.R.Civ.P.See
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review,has not been forpreserved and we do notappellate
Rowe, 339,consider it. See Clark v. 428 Mass. (1998),340-341

and cases therein cited.
4. The thesufficiency evidence. In count one of herof

that bothcomplaint, alleged (inLaMonica his of-Dalrymple
ficial and the town had discriminatedcapacity) heragainst
because of her Count (LaMonicatwo themgender. charged in
his official with her forcapacity) retaliating against complaining

theirabout conduct.discriminatory
case,At the close of the town filed a motion forDalrymple’s

a directed verdict on count one of the on thecomplaint broadly
worded basis that the evidence was insufficient to that itshow
had committed or willful and malicious act.any discriminatory
The town did not a directed verdict on count two of therequest

LaMonica filed motions as to countcomplaint. one and count
two, both of which tracked the broad setsubstantially wording
out in the town’s motion. The made to theonly argument judge
at a sidebar conference on the motions to count fourpertained

LaMonica,of in his individualDalrymple’s complaint, charging
with discrimination and unlawful retaliation. Thecapacity, judge

denied (individu-the motions. Neither the town nor LaMonica
or in his official renewed their motions for aally capacity)

However,directed verdict at the close of all the evidence. the
LaMonica,town and in his official filed a motion forcapacity,

verdict,thejudgment thatnotwithstanding arguing Dalrymple
had failed to rebut their evidence that her terminationshowing
was based rather thanlegitimate reasonsupon discriminatory
and that her of unlawful retaliation was insufficient.proof

On the defendants are more thatappeal, specific. They argue
claimdiscrimination fails because she failed toDalrymple’s

show that she herwas duties “at anperforming acceptable
level,” Boston, Inc.,Blare v. Husky Injection Molding Sys. 419

437, and,(1995),Mass. 441 as to that her male col-pretext,
treatedleagues were See Matthews v. Oceandifferently. Spray

Cranberries, Inc., 122, (1997).426 Mass. contendThey129-130
that claim of unlawful retaliation fails because it isDalrymple’s
based on circumstantial rather than direct evidence.9

Even that the defendants’ worded motionsassuming broadly

point argue suggest9On this the defendants that the “cases seem to . . .
necessary” original)that direct evidence in and cite(emphasisis Tate v.

Health, 356, (1995);Department Mental Mass. 365 v.419 MacCormackof
Co., 652, (1996); MelnychenkoBoston Edison 423 Mass. 661-662 v. 84
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case putclose of Dalrymple’sfiled at theverdictfor a directed
but seemade onnow appeal,the argumentsthebefore judge

31,Co., 34-35411 Mass.Ins.Unionv. CommercialBonofiglio
Mass.byof requiredspecificity(1991) (discussing importance

considerdo not[1974]), we50[a], Mass. 814365R.Civ.P.
Inc., 390Liquor,v. Gordon’sthem. Michnik-ZilbermanSee

here,where, the defendant’s6, asthat(1983), statingMass. 8-9
renewthe failure tobrief and inconsequential,notevidence was

toof the rightresults in a waiverdirected verdicta motion for a
motion, of theas as a waiverof the wellfrom the denialappeal

for judgmentof the motionfrom the denialtoright appeal
the verdict.10notwithstanding

that the verdictjury’sargueThe defendantsJury5. confusion.
theabout evidencebyof confusion broughtthe resultwas

toher appealMCAD complaints,concerning Daliymple’s prior
commission, order sherestrainingand the temporarythe 1991

TheThe claim is disingenuous.the defendants.obtained against
insistedthe defendants who uponthat it wasshowstranscript

toandthe MCAD complaints appealthe aboutinforming jury
tonot allow the jurythat the didthe and judgecommission

the defendants. Seethe order againstabout restrainingknow
8,note supra.

their motion for judgmentRemittitur. In addition to6.
verdict, also remitti-soughtthe defendantsthenotwithstanding

Mass. 82759(a), 365a trial. See Mass.R.Civ.P.tur or new
on the groundnot be(1974) (“A solelynew trial shall granted

hastheare until prevailing partythat the excessivedamages
as themuch thereofan to remit sobeenfirst given opportunity

denied the motion.11Theexcessive”).is judgecourt adjudges

285,Co., 424 Mass.(1997); Springfield,Bain v.424 Mass. 291-295Lumber
616,Prod., Inc.,765; Ct. 619Edge App.Mass.Leading 39at Prader v.

theuponcommentinfra, we need not(1996). discussedFor reasons
reading of these cases.defendants’

theirerroneously deniedargument judgethat thedefendants make no10The
theagainstbrought groundthe that the verdict wasa trial onmotion for new

Authy.,Bay Transp.Bolton v. Massachusettsweight Compareof the evidence.
654, 657, (1992), to movethe defendant failed658 whereApp.32 Mass. Ct.

sufficiency ofcase but theplaintiff’sat the close of thefor a directed verdict
for a newrequestthe defendant’son the basis ofthe evidence was considered

weight of theagainst theground that the verdict wason statedtrial the
evidence.

as therehearing, motion is denied“Afterjudge endorsed the motion:11The
theI stated onjury’s for reasonsjustifyto the awardwas sufficient evidence
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On the defendants that theappeal, argue award must be greatly
reduced because it “shocks the conscience.”

In award,thatarguing Dalrymple’s compensatory damage
$275,000, excessive,is the defendants in aengage three-step

first, recite the facts in theprocess: they most favorable tolight
them and the evidencedispute that their actions causedshowing

$75,000; second,to sustain a financialDalrymple loss of about
Wheeler, 813,read Labonte v. &they Hutchins 424 Mass. 826

(1997),n.17 as thatholding awards basedcompensatory damage
discussed, 824-826,on facts to those therein id. atcomparable

$15,000should fall within the of somewhererange between to
$50,000; third, evidence,and conclude that because thethey as

it,recitethey showed that far lessDalrymple experienced
Labonte,emotional distress than that endured the inby plaintiff

the award cannot stand.compensatory damage
As discussed this all thethroughout defendants’opinion,

that had somearguments might have relevance to the question
$75,000of actual financial loss of have failed.12Dalrymple’s

therefore,We on the basis that the dam-proceed, compensatory
measure, $200,000,inaward was for emotionalage large

distress.
we do not have the benefit theAlthough of reasonsjudge’s

for that the evidence sufficientconcluding was to thejustify
award, 11,see note his direct referencejury’s supra, to Labonte

in his instructions to the refutes intimation that he wasjury any
unfamiliar with and on theapplicable controlling principles

concluded,of He couldquestion compensatory havedamages.13
we, Labonte,as do that there is in 424 Mass. at 826nothing

n.17, which that attributable to emotionalrequired damages
$50,000 that,distress be at and on the evidencecapped

record.” The defendants have not furnished us with the recorded reasons
by judge. Although Dalrymple designated transcriptreferred to the the of the

hearing for inclusion in the record appendix, complythe defendants failed to
amended,18(b), (1994).request.with her See Mass.R.A.P. as 417 Mass. 1602

She did optionsnot thereafter exercise the available to her Mass.R.A.P.under
amended,8(b), (1999).as 430 Mass. 1601

argument12The defendants into this the claim theweave that excessive
nature the by judge’s juryof award was exacerbated the failure to instruct the

discussed,correctly mitigation damages.on the issue of of As previously
however, objection jurythe defendants made no to the instructions.

escaped any13It has not our attention that the defendants did not cite of the
controlling damageson in their requests jurycases either for instructions or

postjudgment seekingtheir motions relief from the award.
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different fromdistress was qualitativelyDalrymple’spresented,
to thatin and morethat described Labonte comparable
Co.,the in v. H.B. Smith 42Powersby plaintiffexperienced

657, 658-659, did(1997) (evidence notCt. 665Mass. App.
ofan remitted award dam-alreadyfurther reduction ofrequire

$750,000 $350,000).14from to Onfor emotional distressages
that no basis forthe we conclude we haveevidence presented,

on thethe remittiturjudge’s ruling denying questiondisturbing
of the damageof the amount award.compensatory

$300,000 inturn next to the award of punitiveWe jury’s
this is a simpleOn the defendants’point, argumentdamages.

assertion, sentences, that didmade in three because noth-they
notshould have been awarded.wrong, damagesing punitive

tracked the directives set out inThe instructionsjudge’s
America, Gore,also Inc. v. 517 U.S.Labonte. See BMW N.of

559, (1996). the actions575-583 The of defendants’ isenormity
thethose the to enforce lawchargedobvious: with public duty

itwere shown to have violated fordeliberatelyequally
atreasons. See id. 575-580. theAdditionally,reprehensible

$300,000award of was not unreasonabledamage orpunitive
($275,000)in its ratio to the actual harmexcessive torespect

the See atfound id. 580-583.by jury.
the failed to their burdenBecause defendants have sustain of

that the abused his discretion or otherwise com-judgeshowing
law,mitted an error of no basis for hisdisturbingwe have

denial of the for remittitur.defendants’ request
is7. LaMonica’s There a finalliability. argument by

He claims he cannot be liableLaMonica. that held individually
he offor of the acts committed in his as chief theany capacity

The fordepartment. argument fails thoseWinthrop police
reasons most in Smith &discussed v.recently Beaupre Cliff
Assocs., 480,Mass. (2000).50 Ct. 492-495App.

interest, andPostjudgment fees,8. costs. Dalrymple’s request

she,presented life-longto that a resident of14Dalrymple evidence show
community, proudand known to the was the fact that she was theWinthrop of

town,for that she feltappointed policeto be a officer the afirst woman
to set an that she fired from the force forresponsibility example, when was

officer,unbecoming depression,aan she felt humiliated and went intoconduct
goreluctant to her home to outthat she was so ashamed that she was leave

visible, thatcommunity where had been and shepreviouslyinto the she active
discharge uponhad concern about the effect of the cited reason for hersuch

bitter,angry andfamily sleep,that she could not and that she had becomeher
religiousfinding safety onlyand solace in her beliefs.
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for interest is denied.postjudgment See Boston v. Massachusetts
Discrimination, 234,Commn. Against Mass. Ct.39 245-App.

(1995).246 Because are notwe to conclude that theprepared
immaterial,town’s was intended for or notappeal delay,

faith,advanced in her for isgood damages also denied.request
is, however, entitled to reasonableDalrymple feesattorney’s

and costs in connection with the defendants’ see G. L.appeal,
15IB, 9,c. in an amount to be determined in accordance§ with

Castro, 17,the set out in Yorkeprocedure Mgmt. v. 406 Mass.
(1989).20

Judgment affirmed.


