Sheryl has been snable io et work since the ez Dep. 6-7: 24-24-25. Shehasa
Masier's in Rehabilitation counseling and vocational rehabslitation experience. Dep. 3-6;
89:9-18. She is cerlified o ieach, but now must tell prospective waching employers that she
f1as heen arrested for sssault. Dep. 25:4-8: 26:24—27:41. After the smrest. Shetyl was 10
longer qualified for the teaching position 1t Austin Commumily Cnﬁﬂgé for which she was
ot that time a fina] candidate, because her injuzies prevented her from being able to start on
the required date. Dep. 25:12...26:79.

E  Disg Precludes Judy

‘There 15 some disc%cy 1 the Runmary judgment evidence:.  Specilically, the

Officer’s sworn affidavil insists, “At no point did 1 exit my vehicle or have any contact wilh

Sheryl Tiayes Tupko.” Crawfosd Affidavis. March 8, 2005 (“Crawford”) at § 5. This
diectly contradicts Defendants’ ackmowledgment that he “helped™ put Sheryl into the back

of Duttor’s vehicle (Mosion at 3), as well as Sheryl™s festimony that he appeared, assisted,
) e

and approved Dutton’s handling of the situation, from slamening her aﬁ' st acarto breaking

hee wrist, durmg which the Oflicer merel ed she for his assistance @d' :
then physically forced her into the car with Dutton. Dep. 75:12-21; 16:13-14; AF Y9411
At the summary judgment siage, any doubt must be resolved m Shelyl’s favor — bul
such coniradictions regarding Sheryl's injusy at the hands of the only faw enforcoment
officials on the scene af least establishes the existence of genuine issues of material tact

precluding semmary judgment.  Additionally, the summary judgment evidence establishes



