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U.S. District Court
Northern District of Alabama (Eastern)
CIVIL DOCKET FOR
CASE #: 1:99-cv-03137-UWC

Date Filed # Docket Text

11/24/1999 1 COMPLAINT filed, amount
paid $ 150.00, receipt #
200145166 (PGS) (Entered:
11/24/1999)

02/28/2000 5  ANSWER by defendant
Goodyear Tire & Rub
w/appear by atty(s) Jay D St
Clair filed cs (PGS) (Entered:
02/28/2000)

02/05/2001 15 | MOTION by defendant
Goodyear Tire & Rub for
summary judgment filed cs
(PGS) (Entered: 02/06/2001)

02/05/2001 16 | SUBMISSION of discovery by
defendant Goodyear Tire &
Rub in support of motion for sj
(See separate folder- Vols | &
Il too large for file) filed cs
(PGS) (Entered: 02/06/2001)

02/06/2001 17 | BRIEF by defendant Goodyear
Tire & Rub in Support of
Motion for Summary
Judgment filed cs (PGS)
(Entered: 02/06/2001)

02/27/2001 21 | SUBMISSION of discovery by
plaintiff Lilly M Ledbetter
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02/27/2001

01/31/2002

04/03/2002

04/03/2002

04/24/2002

22

26

28

29

30

filed (Vols I & 1) [see separate
folder] cs (PGS) (Entered:
02/28/2001)

BRIEF by plaintiff Lilly M
Ledbetter in opposition to dft's
motion for summary judgment
filed cs (PGS) (Entered:
02/28/2001)

BRIEF (Reply) by defendant
Goodyear Tire & Rubbber in
support of the motion for
summary judgment w/exhs att
filed cs (Received in Judge
Ott's chambers on 3/13/01)
(PGS) Modified on 01/31/2002
(Entered: 01/31/2002)

Report and Recommendation
that the motion for summary
judgment be granted in part
and denied in part as set out
filed ( by Magistrate-Judge
John E. Ott ) motion for
summary judgment cm (PGS)
(Entered: 04/03/2002)

ORDER Case reassigned to
Chief Judge U W. Clemon
filed ( by Magistrate-Judge
John E. Ott) cm (PGS)
(Entered: 04/03/2002)

MOTION by pla to extend
time to w/i (10) days of
4/23/02 to file objection to the
RR filed cs (DWC) (Entered:
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05/07/2002

07/31/2002

07/31/2002

08/26/2002

01/21/2003

32

33

34

35

04/24/2002)

OBJECTIONS by plato RR
[28-1] filed cs (DWC)
(Entered: 05/07/2002)

MEMORANDUM opinion on
objections to the Magistrate
Judge's Report &
Recommendation filed ( by
Chief Judge U W. Clemon )
cm (DWC) (Entered:
07/31/2002)

ORDER, in conformity w/ the
Memorandum Opinion on
objections to the Magistrate
Judge's R&R, SUMMARY
JUDGMENT is GRANTED in
favor of dft on certain claims
as stated & DENIED on other
claims [15-1] filed by Chief
Judge U W. Clemon ) cm
(DWC) (Entered: 07/31/2002)

ORDER on pre-trial hearing ;
PTC held 1:30 8/19/02 ; jury
trial set 12/9/02, Anniston, AL
filed ( by Chief Judge U W.
Clemon ) cm (DWC) (Entered:
08/26/2002)

COURTROOM NOTES:
JURY TRIAL at Anniston, AL
- before the Honorable U. W.
Clemon, CUSDJ - opening
remarks of the court - juror
Inzer and Heacock excused for

3



01/22/2003

01/22/2003

01/22/2003

01/23/2003

56

59

cause - jury selected and sworn
- opening remarks of the court
to the jury - opening
statements of counsel -
plaintiff's testimony - daily adj.
- (Penny Enoch, rptr.) (DGS)
(Entered: 01/24/2003)

COURTROOM NOTES:
JURY TRIAL (UWC) - trial
resumed - plaintiff's testimony
resumed - plaintiff rests -
defendant's testimony -
defendant rests - daily adj. -
(Penny Enoch) (DGS)
(Entered: 01/24/2003)

MOTION by defendant
Goodyear Tire & Rub for
judgment as a matter of law on
the plaintiff's pay claim - filed
cs (DGS) (Entered:
01/24/2003)

56 - ORDER denying dft's
motion for judgment as a
matter of law [56-1] ( by Chief
Judge U W. Clemon ) entered
cm (DWC) (Entered:
01/28/2003)

COURTROOM NOTES:
JURY TRIAL (UWC) - trial
resumed - closing arguments
of counsel - court's oral charge
to the jury - jury deliberations
begin - daily adj. - (Penny



01/24/2003

01/24/2003

01/28/2003

02/07/2003

02/07/2003

58

60

63

65

Enoch, rptr.) (DGS) (Entered:
01/24/2003)

COURTROOM NOTES:
JURY TRIAL (UWC) - trial
resumed - jury deliberations
continued - written response of
the court to the jury - jury
verdict filed this day - written
order to be entered by the court
- (Penny Encoh, rptr.) (DGS)
(Entered: 01/24/2003)

VERDICT for plaintiff Lilly M
Ledbetter against defendant
Goodyear Tire & Rub filed
(DGS) (Entered: 01/24/2003)

ORDER (Judgment) filed:
based solely on the Special
Verdict of the Jury,
JUDGMENT in the amt
$3,843,014.93 ENTERED in
favor of pla & against dft; a
reasonable atty's fee & costs
are taxed against dft ( by Chief
Judge U W. Clemon ) to
dismiss case cm (DWC)
(Entered: 01/28/2003)

RENEWED MOTION by dft
for judgment as a matter of law
, and, in the alternative, for
new trial or remittitur filed cs
(DWC) (Entered: 02/10/2003)

BRIEF by dft in support of its
Renewed motion for judgment
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05/09/2003

06/02/2003

06/03/2003

06/04/2003

09/24/2003

09/24/2003

73

76

77

78

79

80

as a matter of law
w/attachments filed cs (DWC)
(Entered: 02/10/2003)

OPPOSITION by pla to dft's
motion for judgment as a
matter of law [63-1], motion
for new trial or remittitur [63-
2] filed cs [bound filed in
expandable folder] (DWC)
(Entered: 05/12/2003)

NOTICE of compliance (pla's
lost wages submission) by pla
with the court's 5/30/03
hearing w/exhs atta filed cs
(DWC) (Entered: 06/03/2003)

OBJECTIONS by dft to pla's
lost wages submission [76-1]
filed cs (DWC) (Entered:
06/04/2003)

REPLY by pla to dft's
objection to lost wage
submission [77-1] filed cs
(DWC) (Entered: 06/05/2003)

MEMORANDUM opinion on
post-trial motions filed ( by
Chief Judge U W. Clemon )
cm (KWC) (Entered:
09/24/2003)

ORDER on post-trial motions;
denying pla’'s motion for
attorney fees & expenses [62-
1], without prejudice to its
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10/14/2003

87

automatic reinstatement in
event that pla agrees to
remittitur; granting motion for
judgment as a matter of law
[63-1] solely to entent that
jury's award of 328,597.93 in
backpay is VACATED; in all
other respects, motion for
judgment as a matter of law is
DENIED:; dft's alternative
motion for a remittitur is
GRANTED; jgmt previously
entered in case is hereby
REDUCED to $360,000.00
conditioned on pla’s filing her
assent to remittitur w/in 15
days of this order; denying
motion for new trial [63-2] on
condition that pla assents to
remittitur. Should pla fail to
assent to remittitur w/in time
fixed, court will reconsider
motion sua sponte and
GRANT it on issue of damages
only; filed ( by Chief Judge U
W. Clemon ) cm (KWC)
(Entered: 09/24/2003)

NOTICE of appeal by
defendant Goodyear Tire &
Rub from District Court
decision [80-1] ; notice of
appeal, order appealed from
and court copy of docket
entries w/transmittal letter
mailed cm (BST) (Entered:



10/24/2003

11/04/2005

11/21/2005

96

97

10/15/2003)

NOTIFICATION by Circuit
Court of Appellate docket
number #03-15264-G (KWC)
(Entered: 10/24/2003)

USCA JUDGMENT as to 87
Notice of Appeal; It is hereby
ORDERED that the attached
Opinion is entered as
Judgment, the USDC
judgement is REVERSED and
INSTRUCTED to Dismiss
plaintiff Ledbetter's complaint
with prejudice, Issued As
Mandate 11/03/2005 (SRJ, )
(Entered: 11/07/2005)

ORDER OF DISMISSAL with
prejudice w/costs hereby taxed
against plaintiff consistent with
U.S. Court of Appeals-11th
Circuit's Mandate 11/2/2005.
Signed by Judge U W Clemon
on November 21, 2005. (SRJ, )
(Entered: 11/21/2005)
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01/16/2004 Estes for Goodyear Tire
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Entry

DKT2 (Docketing -
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Civil Appeal Statement

Form:

Record Excerpts: (Atty:
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E-Brief Tendered:
Appellant by Kelly H.

and Rubber Company,
Inc.

Appellant Brief Filed:
(Atty: Jay Daniel St.
Clair)

Party
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Company,
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Company,
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Pending

No
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02/26/2004

02/26/2004 Certificate of Readiness
Appellee Brief Filed:

E-Brief Tendered:

Appellee by Jon Craig
Goldfarb for Lilly M.

Ledbetter

03/01/2004 (Atty: C. Michael

Quinn)

03/12/2004 Record on Appeal

03/12/2004

03/15/2004

03/16/2004

09/16/2004

Exhibits: (Atty: Jay

Daniel St. Clair)

E-Brief Tendered: Reply
by Kelly H. Estes for

Goodyear Tire and

Rubber Company, Inc.

Reply Brief Filed: (Atty:
Jay Daniel St. Clair)

Oral Argument
Scheduled: 09/16/04

08/23/2005 Judgment Entered

08/23/2005

Opinion Issued-
REVERSED

Petition for Rehearing

09/13/2005 En Banc: (Atty: C.

Michael Quinn)

10

Company,
Inc.

Lilly M.
Ledbetter

Lilly M.
Ledbetter

Goodyear
Tire and
Rubber
Company,
Inc.

Goodyear
Tire and
Rubber
Company,
Inc.

Goodyear
Tire and
Rubber
Company,
Inc.

Lilly M.
Ledbetter

No

No

No



Motion to File Amicus
09/15/2005 Petition for Rehearing
from EEOC

Motion of the EEOC for
leave to file a brief as
amicus in support of
petition for rehearing en
banc filed by the
appellee, Ledbetter is
GRANTED.
GBT/JFD/WHP

The Petition(s) for
Rehearing are DENIED
and no Judge in regular
active service on the
Court having requested
that the Court be polled
on rehearing en banc,
the Petition(s) for
Rehearing En Banc are
DENIED.

10/26/2005

10/26/2005

Equal
Amicus brief of EEOC  Employment

10726/2005 in support of Appellee.: Opportunity
Commission
CASE CLOSED-
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Ext. for Filing Certiorari . .
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St. Clair) - pany,
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05-1074
Company,
Inc.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA

EASTERN DIVISION
LILLY M. LEDBETTER )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
Vs. ) CIVIL ACTION NO:
) JURY DEMAND
GOODYEAR TIRE AND )
RUBBER COMPANY, )
INC,, )
)
Defendant. )
COMPLAINT

I JURISDICTION

1. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked
pursuant to the Act of Congress known as 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331,
1334(4), 2201, 2202, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq., 29 U.S.C.
§206(d) and 29 U.S.C §621 et seq. This suit is authorized
and instituted pursuant to Title VII of the Act of Congress
known as the "Civil Rights Act of 1964," as amended by the
Civil Rights Act of 1991, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq., the
"Equal Pay Act" of the "Fair Labor Standards Act", 29
U.S.C. §206(d) and 29 U.S.C. 215(a)(3) and the "Age
Discrimination in Employment Act", 29 U.S.C. §621 et seq.
The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked to secure protection
of and redress deprivation of rights secured by 42 U.S.C. §
2000 et seq., providing for injunctive and other relief against
sex discrimination, and by 29 U.S.C. §206(d) providing for
relief for sex discrimination in compensation, and by 29
U.S.C. §621 et seq. providing for injunctive and other relief
against age discrimination.
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2. The plaintiff timely filed her charge of sex
discrimination with the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (E.E.O.C.) within 180 days after the last
discriminatory treatment and has timely filed this complaint
within 90 days of receiving her Right-To-Sue Letter from the
E.E.O.C.

II. PARTIES

3. The plaintiff, Lilly M. Ledbetter, hereinafter
"Plaintiff", is a female born on April 14, 1938. She is a
resident of the State of Alabama and a citizen of the United
States and was so during the relevant time period of this
complaint.

4. The defendant, Goodyear Tire and Rubber
Company, hereinafter "Defendant", is an entity subject to suit
under Title VII of the Act of Congress known as the "Civil
Rights Act of 1964," as amended by the Civil Rights Act of
1991, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq. The defendant is an entity
subject to suit under the "Equal Pay Act", 29 U.S.C. §206(d).
The defendant is an entity subject to suit under the ADEA, 29
U.S.C. §621, et seq. The defendant employs at least twenty
(20) persons.

III. FACTS

5. The plaintiff was employed by defendant from
February 5, 1979, until October 31, 1998, when the
defendant forced her into early retirement.

6. The plaintiff worked as an Area Manager in the Tire
Room at the Gadsden Goodyear plant from November 1,
1985, until January 3, 1998, and was the only female
manager out of sixteen managers.

14



7. In June of 1998, the defendant required the
plaintiff to transfer to the position of Technical Engineer.

8. On October 31, 1998, the defendant forced the
plaintiff into early retirement.

IV. COUNT I - Equal Pay Act

0. The plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference
paragraphs 1-8 above with the same force and effect as if
fully set out in specific detail herein below.

10.  As an Area Manager, the plaintiff was
similarly situated with her male co-workers and was doing
equal work in the same establishment.

11. However, the plaintiff’s male co-workers who
were doing identical work were paid at a higher rate than she.

12. The plaintiff was involuntarily transferred to
the position of Technical Engineer in June of 1998. After her
transfer, the plaintiff was again paid at a lower rate than
similarly situated male Technical Engineers doing identical
work in the same establishment.

13. The defendant willfully and maliciously
discriminated against the plaintiff in pay because of her sex.

V. Count II - Title VII Disparate Treatment
A. Discrimination in Wages
14.  The plaintiff performed work equal or

substantially equal to that of the male Area Managers, but
received less pay for a substantially similar job.

15



15. The defendant had a practice of offering
overtime work first to male Area Managers. The defendant
offered overtime to the plaintiff only after each male turned
down the offer, even though the plaintiff expressed interest in
working overtime.

B. Discrimination in Evaluation

16.  In January of 1998, the plaintiff received a
discriminatory evaluation in which she received a low score
while men performing the same job in the same manner as
she received a higher evaluation score.

C. Discrimination in Terms and Conditions of
Employment
17.  The plaintiff’s male supervisors and co-

workers intentionally isolated her by excluding her.

18.  For example, Jerry Jones, the Business Center
Manager, regularly excluded the plaintiff from division
meetings that he conducted with only the male Area
Managers present.

D. The Transfer to Technical Engineer

19. The plaintiff was involuntarily transferred
from the position of Area Manager to that of Technical
Engineer on January 5, 1998. This position removed the
plaintiff’s supervisory responsibilities.

20. This transfer effectively prohibited the

plaintiff from receiving more pay increases and reduced her
retirement income.

16



21. The plaintiff was the only Area Manager
transferred out of the sixteen (16) Area Managers.

22.  After transferring the plaintiff out of the Area
Manager position, the defendant filled her position with a
man.

23. After the plaintiff’s removal from the Area
Manager position, there were no female Area Managers.

24. The defendant’s act of forcing the plaintiff to
transfer to the Technical Engineer job was a clear intent to
cause her resignation as the Technical Engineer position
required the plaintiff to do extensive manual labor including
lifting two hundred and fifty (250) eighty (80) pound tires off
of one truck and onto another.

25. The plaintiff was the only woman in that
position.

26. Despite the grueling physical barriers the
defendant threw in front of the plaintiff, the plaintiff did her
job.

E. Disparate Treatment in Training and
Discipline

27. The plaintiff received no training for the
Technical Engineer position, and there was no job procedure
manual or written job description available to the plaintiff.

28. The plaintiff was suspended for 3 days for

allegedly making an error that similarly situated men made
and were not suspended.
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VI.  Count III — Age Discrimination in Employment
Act Disparate Treatment

29. The plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by
reference paragraphs 1-28 above with the same force and
effect as if fully set out in specific detail herein below.

30. Plaintiff was over age 40 at the time of the
relevant acts of discrimination. Out of the 20 Area
Managers, the plaintiff was the oldest.

31. The defendant willfully discriminated against
the plaintiff because of her age by transferring her to the
position of Technical Engineer.

32. When the plaintiff was transferred to the
position of Technical Engineer, her Area Manager position
was filled by a younger male named Steve Thompson, her
former co-worker. In turn, the defendant promoted a male in
his twenties (20's) into the Area Manager position vacated by
Thompson.

33. Significantly younger Area Managers received
substantially higher salaries than the plaintiff for
substantially equal work.

34.  The defendant disciplined the plaintiff by
suspending her for three days from her position as Technical
Engineer when similarly situated Technical Engineers
younger than the plaintiff were not disciplined for
committing similar errors.

18



VII. Count IV — Retaliation in Violation of the Equal
Pay Act, and Title VII

35.  Inthe fall of 1997, the plaintiff objected to the
defendant’s discriminatory pay practice by complaining to
her supervisor, Jerry Jones, that she was being paid unfairly
compared to her male co-workers performing similarly in
equal positions.

36. Shortly thereafter, Jones instructed the
plaintiff that it was in her own best interest to interview for
and accept the position of Technical Engineer.

37.  In January of 1999, the defendant moved the
plaintiff to that position.

38.  The defendant has further retaliated against
the plaintiff by failing to re-hire her. The plaintiff properly
applied for an Area Manager position at Goodyear on
November 8, 1999. The Employment Specialist, Don
Gardner, told her that they are not rehiring for Area Manager
positions.

39. However, there are five (5) Area Manager
positions available and at least one male Area Manager who
retired was rehired. To this date, the defendant has refused to
rehire the plaintiff.

VIII. Count V - Constructive Discharge

40. The plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference
paragraphs 1-39 above

with the same force and effect as if fully set out in specific
detail herein below.

19



41. The defendant created an environment so
hostile and abusive that the

plaintiff suffered depression requiring medical treatment.

42. Eventually, the terms and conditions of her
Technical Engineer job and the unwarranted discipline by the
defendant forced the plaintiff into resignation against her
will.

IX. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the plaintiff respectfully prays that
this Court assume jurisdiction of this action and after trial:

1. Issue a declaratory judgment that the
employment policies, practices, procedures, conditions and
customs of the defendant, Goodyear, are violative of the
rights of the plaintiff as secured by Title VII of the Act of
Congress known as the "Civil Rights Act of 1964," as
amended, 42 U.S.C. § 2000¢ et seq., the "Equal Pay Act", 29
U.S.C. §206(d) and 29 U.S.C. 215(a)(3) and the "Age
Discrimination in Employment Act", 29 U.S.C. §621 et seq.

2. Grant the plaintiff a permanent injunction
enjoining the defendant, Goodyear, its agents, successors,
employees, attorneys and those acting in concert with the
defendants, from continuing to violate Title VII of the Act of
Congress known as the "Civil Rights Act of 1964," as
amended, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e¢ et seq. and the "Equal Pay Act",
29 U.S.C. §206(d) and 29 U.S.C. 215(a)(3) and the "Age
Discrimination in Employment Act", 29 U.S.C. §621 et seq

3. Enter an Order requiring the defendant to

make the plaintiff whole by awarding her reinstatement, lost
wages (plus interest), liquidated damages, compensatory and

20



punitive damages, front pay and loss of benefits including
retirement, pension seniority and other benefits of
employment.

4. The plaintiff further prays for such other relief
and benefits as the cause of justice may require, including,
but not limited to, an award of costs, attorneys’ fees and
expenses.

THE PLAINTIFF DEMANDS
A TRIAL BY STRUCK JURY

Respectfully submitted,

Jon C. Goldfarb (GOLO015)
Susan W. Bullock
Attorneys for Plaintiff

OF COUNSEL:

GORDON SILBERMAN WIGGINS & CHILDS, P.C.
1400 SouthTrust Tower

Birmingham, Alabama 35203

(205) 328-0640
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA
EASTERN DIVISION

LILLY M.
LEDBETTER,

Plaintiff,

CIVIL ACTION NO.
CV--99-JEO-3137-E

V.

GOODYEAR TIRE AND
RUBBER COMPANY,
INC.,

N N N N N N N N N

Defendant.

ANSWER
COMES NOW Defendant, Goodyear Tire and
Rubber Company, Inc. (“Goodyear”), and for answer to
plaintiff’s complaint, states as follows:

FIRST DEFENSE

To the extent Plaintiff seeks to recover under Title
VII, as amended, for events occurring more than 180 days

before she filed her EEOC charge, such claims are barred by
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Plaintiff’s failure to file a timely charge of discrimination, a
necessary condition precedent to suit.

SECOND DEFENSE

To the extent Plaintiff has not filed her Complaint
within ninety (90) days of the date she received her Notice of
Right to Sue from the EEOC, her claims under Title VII, as
amended, are untimely.

THIRD DEFENSE

To the extent Plaintiff seeks recovery under Title VI,
as amended, for events that are not like or related to the
allegations in her EEOC charge she has failed to satisfy a
necessary condition precedent to suit.

FOURTH DEFENSE

To the extent Plaintiff’s claims occurred beyond the
applicable statutes of limitations period, those claims are
barred.

FIFTH DEFENSE

Plaintiff’s claims for equitable relief may not be tried

before a jury.
23



SIXTH DEFENSE

To the extent that Plaintiff’s Complaint challenges
employment decisions affecting her, such decisions were
made on the basis of legitimate non-discriminatory factors.
To the extent a fact finder finds otherwise, Goodyear would
nevertheless have made the same decisions regarding
Plaintiff.

SEVENTH DEFENSE

To the extent Plaintiff has failed to satisfy her duty to
mitigate her damages, Plaintiff’s claims for backpay should
be dismissed.

EIGHTH DEFENSE

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part by the
doctrines of unclean hands, waiver, laches, and estoppel.

NINTH DEFENSE

Plaintiff’s damages under Title V11, if any, are subject

to limitations found at 42 U.S.C. “ 1981a(b)(3).

24



TENTH DEFENSE

Plaintiff is not entitled to an award of punitive
damages as she has not pled and cannot prove facts sufficient
to support an award under applicable law.

ELEVENTH DEFENSE

An award of punitive damages against Goodyear
would violate the constitutions of the United States and the
State of Alabama.

TWELFTH DEFENSE

Plaintiff cannot recover punitive damages against
defendant because such an award, which is penal in nature,
would violate defendant’s constitutional rights protected
under the Alabama Constitution of 1901, as amended (the
“Alabama Constitution”), and the Constitution of the United
States (the “United States Constitution”), unless defendant is
afforded the same procedural safeguards as are criminal
defendants, including, but not limited to, the right to avoid

self-incrimination, the right to forego production and
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disclosure of incriminating documents, and the right to the
requirement of a level of proof beyond a reasonable doubt.

THIRTEENTH DEFENSE

Based upon Alabama procedures relative to punitive
damages, which provide no objective, logical, or reasonable
standards or criteria which govern the award, and the amount
of the award, of punitive damages, Goodyear is denied equal
protection of the laws as guaranteed by the Fourteenth
Amendment to the United States Constitution, and Article 1,
““ 1, 6, and 22 of the Alabama Constitution, separately and
severally.

FOURTEENTH DEFENSE

Goodyear adopts all defenses made available to it
under the decision rendered by the United States Supreme

Court in BMW of North America, Inc. v. Gore, 116 S. Ct.

1589 (1996).
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FIFTEENTH DEFENSE

Plaintiff is not entitled to an award of punitive
damages because Goodyear made a good faith effort to
comply with Title VII.

SIXTEENTH DEFENSE

For answer to the numbered paragraphs of Plaintiff’s
Complaint, Goodyear says as follows:

1) Goodyear admits that this Court has subject
matter jurisdiction over all claims brought by this Plaintiff
pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended. Goodyear denies that it has in any way violated
that statute, that Plaintiff is entitled to any relief and that
Plaintiff may try any claims for equitable relief before a jury.

2) Goodyear admits that Plaintiff was employed
by Goodyear in Butler County, Alabama, which is in the
Middle District of the State of Alabama.

3) Upon information and belief, Goodyear

admits that Plaintiff is black, over 19 years of age, and a
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citizen of the United States and the State of Alabama,
residing in Butler County, Alabama.

4) Goodyear

5) No response is required. However, Goodyear
denies that it has violated any law or that Plaintiff is entitled
to any relief whatsoever from Goodyear.

6) Goodyear admits that plaintiff is black.
Otherwise, Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph 6 of
the Complaint.

7) Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
7 of the Complaint.

8) Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
8 of the Complaint.

9) Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
9 of the Complaint.

10)  Goodyear readopts and herein reincorporates

its previous responses.
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11)  Goodyear admits the allegations in Paragraph
11 of the Complaint, except that Goodyear’s corporate
records indicate that plaintiff was hired by

12)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
12 of the Complaint.

13)  Goodyear admits the allegations in Paragraph
13 of the Complaint, except that Goodyear’s records indicate
that Plaintiff’s transfer was effective

14)  Goodyear admits that Plaintiff’s pay went
from $350.00 per week to $6.25 per hour after the transfer
and that her benefits were changed.

15)  Goodyear admits that plaintiff was replaced as
manager by (white, female). Otherwise, denied.

16)  Goodyear admits that made the decision to
demote Plaintiff from manager to assistant manager.

17)  Goodyear admits that the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission received plaintiff’s Charge of

Discrimination complaining of adverse treatment on
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18)  Goodyear admits that plaintiff’s position as
assistant manager required her to work fewer hours and that
Plaintiff quit effective. Otherwise, Goodyear denies the
allegations in Paragraph 18 of the Complaint.

19)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
19 of the Complaint.

20)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
20 of the Complaint.

21)  Goodyear readopts and herein reincorporates
its previous responses.

22)  Goodyear admits the allegations in Paragraph
22 of the Complaint.

23)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
23 of the Complaint.

24)  Goodyear admits that Plaintiff was demoted
from manager to assistant manager. Otherwise, denied.

25)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph

25 of the Complaint.
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26)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
26 of the Complaint.

27)  Goodyear admits the allegations in Paragraph
27 of the Complaint.

28)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
28 of the Complaint.

29)  Goodyear admits that Plaintiff was demoted
from manager to assistant manager. Otherwise, denied.

30)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
30 of the Complaint.

31)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
31 of the Complaint.

32)  Goodyear admits that Plaintiff filed a Charge
of Discrimination with the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission.

33)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph
33 of the Complaint.

34)  Goodyear denies the allegations in Paragraph

34 of the Complaint.
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35) Except to the extent expressly admitted,
Goodyear denies all allegations in the Complaint.

WHEREFORE, Goodyear demands a judgment in its
favor and an award of its costs in defending this action.

Ronald H. Kent, Jr.
(KENO030)

Attorney for Defendant
Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company,
Inc.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that | have this date served the
foregoing on:

Jon C. Goldfarb

Susan W. Bullock

Gordon, Silberman Wiggins & Childs, P.C.
1400 SouthTrust Tower

Birmingham, Alabama 35203

by placing a copy of same in the United States Mail, first-
class postage prepaid and addressed to his regular mailing
address, on this th day of February, 2000.

OF COUNSEL
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Trial Transcript
Direct Examination of Lilly Ledbetter

[*23]
BY MR. GOLDFARB:

Q. MRS. LEDBETTER, WHERE WERE YOU BORN

AND RAISED?

A: CALHOUN COUNTY, ALABAMA.

Q. AND ARE YOU MARRIED?

A. YES, I AM.

Q. IS THIS YOUR HUSBAND BACK HERE?

A. YES, SIR.

Q. HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN MARRIED?

A. 47 YEARS.

Q. WHAT IS YOUR DATE OF BIRTH?

A. APRIL 14TH, 1938. I’'M 64 YEARS OLD.

Q. TELL ME BRIEFLY WHAT YOUR
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND IS.

A. FINISHED JACKSONVILLE HIGH SCHOOL,

AND I HAVE APPROXIMATELY

SIXTY HOURS OF COLLEGE CREDIT.
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WHERE DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE?

JACKSONVILLE STATE, GEORGIA, AND I
HAVE SOME CLASSES FROM [*24] MEMPHIS
STATE UNIVERSITY AND AUBURN.

WHAT YEAR DID YOU START WORKING AT
THE GOODYEAR COMPANY?

FEBRUARY 5TH, 1979.

PRIOR TO THAT, WHAT DID YOU DO,
BRIEFLY?

I WAS — WORKED FOR GENERAL ELECTRIC
AND THEN I STAYED HOME

FOR TEN YEARS TO RAISE MY CHILDREN.
AND THEN I WENT TO WORK FOR
JACKSONVILLE STATE UNIVERSITY,
ASSISTANT FINANCIAL AID DIRECTOR. AND
WHEN I WENT TO GOODYEAR, I WAS A
DISTRICT MANAGER FOR H & R BLOCK. 1
MANAGED FOURTEEN LOCATIONS.

WHEN YOU STARTED AT GOODYEAR IN
FEBRUARY OF ‘79, WHAT JOB DID YOU
START IN?

I WAS HIRED IN ON THE SQUAD, WHICH WAS
SUPERVISOR’S TRAINING PROGRAM, AND
LATER I BECAME A SUPERVISOR.

HOW LONG, APPROXIMATELY, DID YOU
WORK AS A SUPERVISOR AT THE GOODYEAR
PLANT?
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MY ENTIRE CAREER, EXCEPT FOR THOSE
LAST FEW MONTHS OF 1998 AS A
TECHNOLOGIST SPECIALIST.

WE’VE HEARD SOMETHING CALLED AREA
MANAGER. AT SOME POINT IN TIME, DID
THE TITLE CHANGE?

YES, IT WAS A SUPERVISOR. AND IN 1985,
THEY CHANGED THE JOB DESCRIPTION
SOMEWHAT, ADDED ADDITIONAL
RESPONSIBILITY TO THE JOB, AND IT
CHANGED TO AREA MANAGER AT THAT
TIME.

WHEN THE JOB TITLE CHANGED OVER TO
AREA MANAGER, WERE YOU REQUIRED TO
GO THROUGH SOME SPECIAL TRAINING?
[*25]

YES, WE WERE.

WHAT WAS THAT FOR?

THAT WAS IN ORDER TO PREPARE US AND
HAVE US READY TO SUPERVISE THE
MAINTENANCE AND ELECTRICIAN PEOPLE.

WERE YOU TESTED ON THAT TRAINING ON
ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL?

YES, I WAS.

HOW DID YOU SCORE ON THAT TEST IN
COMPARISON TO ALL THE MEN THAT YOU
WERE WORKING WITH?
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[*29]

[*30]

WITH THE MECHANICAL, I FINISHED SECOND
OUT OF ALL THE 44 TO 60 PEOPLE; AND THE
ELECTRICIAN’S TEST, I FINISHED FOURTH
OUT OF ALL OF THEM. AND THEN WHEN
YOU AVERAGED THE TWO GRADES
TOGETHER, I FINISHED SECOND.

* * * * *

DID THE PLANT MANAGER, RICHARD ODELL,
SAY ANYTHING THAT INDICATED THAT YOU
WERE NOT WELCOME THERE AS A WOMAN?

YES, SIR.
WHAT DID HE SAY TO YOU?

HE SAID THAT — THAT THAT PLANT DID NOT
NEED WOMEN, THAT WE DIDN’T HELP IT, WE
CAUSED PROBLEMS.

* * * * *

NAME FOR ME THE OTHER WOMEN THAT
YOU KNOW OF THAT WORKED AS AREA
MANAGERS WHEN YOU WERE AN AREA
MANAGER.

JOANNE FIRESTONE WAS THERE FOR A FEW

YEARS. SHE QUIT. CATHY ROBERTSON, SHE
WAS AN AREA MANAGER. SHE CAME ON
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[*31]

BOARD ABOUT 1993, AND I BELIEVE SHE
QUIT IN 1998.

DO YOU KNOW OF ANY OTHER WOMEN WHO
WORKED AS AREA MANAGERS?

NOT WHILE I WAS THERE. I CAN’T THINK OF
ANY RIGHT NOW.

APPROXIMATELY, SO WE AN GET AN
UNDERSTANDING - THERE’S YOU AND
THOSE TWO OTHER WOMEN FOR A SHORT
PERIOD OF TIME — APPROXIMATELY HOW
MANY MEN WORKED AS AREA MANAGERS?

PROBABLY SOMEWHERE IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD OF EIGHTY.

DURING THAT ENTIRE PERIOD?

DURING MY ENTIRE CAREER.

DO YOU KNOW OF ANY WOMAN WHO
WORKED AS AN AREA MANAGER FOR AS
LONG AS YOU DID?

NO, SIR, I DO NOT.

* * * * *

WHEN YOU STARTED AT GOODYEAR, WHO
WERE THE OTHER MALES THAT STARTED
OFF WORKING WITH YOU, CONTINUED TO
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WORK WITH YOU, UP UNTIL THE END OF
YOUR EMPLOYMENT?

STEVE THOMPSON, DAVID BARNES, JIMMY
TODD, TERRY AMBERSON, DONALD MYERS.

OKAY. HAVE YOU HAD AN OPPORTUNITY
TO GO THROUGH THE — THE FIVE MEN —
THOSE FIVE MEN - HAVE YOU HAD AN
OPPORTUNITY TO LOOK AT THEIR PAY
RECORDS IN COMPARISON TO YOURS?
YES, SIR, I HAVE.

HAVE YOU LOOKED AT THEIR PAY RECORDS
UP UNTIL THE PRESENT?

YES, SIR.

AND WHEN YOU WERE LOOKING AT THEIR

PAY RECORDS, DID YOU ASSIST MY

PARALEGAL IN GOING GO THROUGH AND

CREATING A CHART?

YES, WE DID.

(MR. GOLDFARB HOLDING LARGE CHART.)

THE COURT: DON’T SHOW IT TO THE JURY
UNTIL IT’S RECEIVED IN
EVIDENCE.

MR. GOLDFARB: OKAY.

THIS IS A CHART — IS THIS A CHART THAT
YOU CREATED, MRS. LEDBETTER?
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[*34]

[*36]

YES, SIR, IT IS.

* * * * *

QUICKLY, JUST RUNNING THROUGH THIS, ON
APRIL 1ST, 1979, WHAT WAS YOUR SALARY
AND THE SALARY OF THE MEN AT THAT
TIME?

EACH OF US WAS MAKING $16,760.52.

AND THEN OCTOBER 1979, WHAT WAS YOUR
SALARIES?

EACH OF US CONTINUED TO KEEP THE SAME
SALARY AT $18,216.96.

DID YOU CONTINUE TO HOLD THE SAME JOB
TITLE THAT THESE MEN HELD DURING YOUR
CAREER?

YES, SIR, I DID.

THEY WERE ARE MANAGERS AND YOU
WERE AN AREA MANAGER?

YES, SIR.

LET’S JUST TALK ABOUT MR. MAUDSLEY.
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OKAY.

DID MR. MAUDSLEY — WHAT WAS HIS JOB AT
THAT PARTICULAR TIME, WHAT DID HE DO
TO YOU?

HE WAS MY BUSINESS CENTER MANAGER,
OR AT THAT TIME, THEY WERE CALLED
DEPARTMENT FOREMEN. HE WAS RATING
ME, DOING THE ANNUAL EVALUATIONS.

AND HE TOLD ME THAT IF I WOULD MEET
HIM OVER AT THE RAMADA INN IN
ATTALLA, THAT I POSSIBLY COULD MOVE
UP FROM BEING EVALUATED ELEVEN OUT
OF TWELVE, WHICH IS NEAR THE BOTTOM;
ORI MIGHT BE UP TO FIVE OR MAYBE EVEN
A THREE.

WHAT ELSE DID MR. MAUDSLEY SAY?

AND HE SAID IF I DIDN’T DO THAT, THAT I
WOULD NOT GET EVALUATED VERY
HIGHLY. AND I ASKED HIM HOW COULD HE
DO THAT, BASED ON MY JOB [*37]
PERFORMANCE. AND HE SAID IT WAS MORE
IMPORTANT AT GOODYEAR THAT MY
BOSSES LIKED ME THAN ME TO DO A GOOD
JOB.

THE COURT: NOW, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN,
LET ME GIVE YOU A CAUTIONARY
INSTRUCTION. YOU SHOULD NOT RECEIVE
THIS TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE FOR THE
PURPOSE OF ASSESSING DAMAGES,
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BECAUSE IT OCCURRED TOO FAR BACK IN
TIME OF LIABILITY FOR THE COMPANY.

WHAT DID YOU DO AFTER MR. MAUDSLEY
MADE THAT COMMENT TOWARDS YOU?

WELL, I TRIED TO HANDLE IT MYSELF FOR A
WHILE AND IT CONTINUED TO GET WORSE,
SO I WENT TO JERRY JONES FOR
ASSISTANCE. BECAUSE AT THAT TIME, HE
WAS IN H.R. AND HE WAS PERSONNEL
SPECIALIST IN THE RADIAL PLANT.

SO, JERRY JONES IS THE NAME OF THIS — HE
WAS A PERSONNEL SPECIALIST?

THAT’S WHAT I KNEW HIM AS.

SO YOU WENT TO JERRY JONES, AND WHAT
DID YOU SAY TO HIM?

I TOLD HIM I NEEDED SOME ASSISTANCE, I
WAS BEING HARASSED; AND I NEEDED TO
EITHER BE MOVED OR I NEEDED SOMEBODY
TO HELP ME IN REGARDS TO MY SITUATION.

WHAT DID JERRY JONES SAY TO YOU WHEN
YOU TOLD HIM ABOUT

WHAT MR. MAUDSLEY HAD DONE ABOUT
THE SEXUAL HARASSMENT? WHAT DID HE
SAY?

HE TOLD ME I WAS A TROUBLEMAKER, AND
THAT MR. - WE’RE NOT TALKING ABOUT —
HE SAID THAT THESE MEN HAD GOOD
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CAREERS [*38] AT GOODYEAR AND THEY
WERE NOT GOING TO DISMISS THEM; AND
THAT GOODYEAR REALLY DIDN’T NEED
TROUBLEMAKERS LIKE ME.

AND IS THAT — AFTER THAT IS WHEN YOU
FILED YOUR EEOC CHARGE?

YES, SIR. WELL, ACTUALLY, I HAD ANOTHER
MEETING WITH MR. JONES SOME TIME
LATER, AND HE SAID THEN THAT THEY
WOULD GET RID OF ME. AND THAT’S WHEN
I WENT TO THE PAY PHONE AND CALLED
EEOC.

WHAT HAPPENED WITH THE EEOC?

I BEGGED THEM TO GET A CHARGE IN THERE
BEFORE THE NEXT WEEK, BECAUSE [ KNEW
THAT WHEN - BY THE NEXT WEEK, THAT I’'D
PROBABLY BE TERMINATED.

AND THEN - SO YOU FILED AN EEOC
CHARGE; RIGHT?

YES, SIR.
THAT’S EXHIBIT 3?
YES, SIR.

AND THEN AFTER YOU FILED THE EEOC
CHARGE, HOW WAS THAT RESOLVED?

I RECEIVED THE RIGHT TO SUE, AND THEN
WE — THE COMPANY AND I REACHED AN
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[*40]

AGREEMENT, AND I GOT MY AREA
MANAGER’S JOB BACK AND MOVED AWAY
FROM THOSE TWO.

SO YOU WERE PUT - YOU HAD BEEN TAKEN
OUT OF THE MANAGEMENT JOB AND YOU
GOT PUT BACK IN THE AREA MANAGER JOB
IN 1982 OR “83?

YES, SIR.

NOW, FROM 1990 TO 1998, MOVING ON UP TO
— CLOSER TO THE PRESENT, AND UP TO THE
PRESENT WHEN YOU LEFT - DID YOU WORK
WITH, OR WERE YOU SUPERVISED BY MR.
MAUDSLEY OR MR. JONES?

YES. YES, SIR.

WHO AMONG - WHO OF THOSE TWO
SUPERVISED YOU FIRST?

I HAD - WELL, ACTUALLY, I WASN’T
SUPERVISED BY MAUDSLEY, HE WAS MY
AUDITOR.

WHAT IS AN AUDITOR?

AN AUDITOR IS ONE WHO COMES THROUGH
THE DEPARTMENT AND HE CHECKS CERTAIN
ASPECTS OF THE DEPARTMENT, WHETHER IT
BE SAFETY, HOUSEKEEPING — THERE’S
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ABOUT EIGHT DIFFERENT THINGS THAT HE
CHECKS — AND HE EVALUATES. HE HAS
FORMS HE FILLS OUT. AND THEN ALSO, THE
AREA MANAGERS COMPLETE CERTAIN [*41]
FORMS, DOCUMENTS. AND MY — THE TIRE
BUILDERS, THE WORKERS, FILLED OUT
FORMS; AND WE, IN TURN, TURNED THOSE
IN, AND HE KEEPS CHECK ON THOSE, TOO.

MR. MAUDSLEY WOULD KEEP RECORDS OF
YOUR PERFORMANCE —

THAT’S CORRECT.

— THROUGH THESE AUDITS? HOW DID HE
EVALUATE YOU?

VERY POORLY. IN FACT, HE COME THROUGH
THE DEPARTMENT AND WRITE PEOPLE UP
FOR NOT - FOR EXAMPLE, NOT HAVING
SAFETY EQUIPMENT ON. AND YOU COULD
BE — 1 COULD BE STANDING THERE LOOKING
AT THEM AND THEY’D HAVE IT ON. BUT YET
HE WOULD FILL THE PAPERWORK OUT THAT
THEY DID NOT HAVE IT ON. HE’D ALSO SAY
I HADN’T TURNED IN FORMS, AND I HAD.

SO, SAFETY EQUIPMENT, SUCH AS — SAY,
FOR EXAMPLE, GOGGLES?

RIGHT.
GIVE ME AN EXAMPLE OF THAT SITUATION.

I HAD ONE TIRE BUILDER THAT HE HAD HIS
COMPLETE PPE EQUIPMENT ON: EAR PLUGS,
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GOGGLES, SAFETY SHOES — AND MAUDSLEY
DISCUSSED GOLF WITH HIM. BUT YET,
WHEN THE PAPERWORK CAME BACK, MY
BUILDER GRAY GOT WROTE UP FOR NOT
HAVING PPE EQUIPMENT ON.

DID HE HAVE IT ON?

YES, HE HAD IT ON. AND HE HAD HAD IT ON
THAT NIGHT.

DID YOU — WHEN YOU WERE GETTING THESE
— DID YOU THINK THESE SCORES THAT MR.
MAUDSLEY WAS GIVING YOU WERE
CORRECT? [*42]

NO.

WERE THEY —

— I KNEW THEY WASN’T.

DID YOU CONFRONT HIM ABOUT THESE
ERRONEOUS SCORES THAT HE WAS GIVING
YOU?

YES, I DID. I WENT TO MR. MAUDSLEY FIRST

MR. ST. CLAIR: YOUR HONOR, AGAIN, I
OBJECT TO THIS ON THE ISSUE OF
TIMELINESS. IT’S NOT THE ISSUES OF
THIS CASE.

MR. GOLDFARB: THIS —

45



THE COURT: RESPONSE?

MR. GOLDFARB: HE WAS HER AUDITOR IN AS
LATE AS 1997 AND ‘98 — ‘97 —

THE WITNESS: — ‘97

MR. GOLDFARB: — HE WAS HER AUDITOR.
THE COURT: OBJECTION IS OVERRULED.
GO AHEAD.

I WENT TO MIKE AND ASKED HIM WHY DID
HE CONTINUE TO DOWNGRADE MY
DEPARTMENT AND DOWNGRADE MY
REPORTS WHEN HE KNEW THAT THEY WAS
THERE AND IT WAS —IT’S GOOD AND
BETTER THAN MOST. AND HE SAID, WELL,
HELL, IT’S A LOT EASIER TO DOWNGRADE
YOU. HE SAID, YOU’RE JUST A LITTLE
FEMALE AND THESE BIG OLD GUYS, I MEAN,
THEY’RE GOING TO BEAT UP ON ME AND
PUSH ME AROUND AND CUSS ME. AND SAID,
I KNOW YOU’RE NOT GOING TO [*43] CUSS
BACK. HE SAID, HELL, IT’S A LOT EASIER TO
WRITE YOU UP.

DID MR. MAUDSLEY DO ANYTHING ELSE TO
YOU SIMILAR TO THAT?

YES, SIR. HE CONTINUED TO ASK ME OUT,
GO OUT WITH HIM. AND I FINALLY TOLD
HIM NO. AND THEN FROM THAT
STANDPOINT, MY EVALUATIONS, THE
AUDITS GOT WORSE.
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[*57]

S T

>

WHEN YOU WERE IN THE RLT JOB, WHAT
WAS THE LAST DOCUMENT THAT — THAT’S
THE JOB THAT MR. PAYNE GOT —- WHAT WAS
THE LAST DOCUMENT THAT YOU RECEIVED
FROM GOODYEAR RELATED TO YOUR JOB
PERFORMANCE?

THAT IT WAS OUTSTANDING. [*58]

WAS IT -

— GREAT JOB.

OKAY. WHAT WAS THAT DOCUMENT?

IT WAS A NOTE FROM KIM WHITEMAN.

DID YOU RECEIVE ANY PERFORMANCE
AWARDS WHILE YOU WERE IN THE RLT?

YES, I DID.

WHAT TYPE OF PERFORMANCE AWARDS?
THAT WAS 1995 WHEN MIKE TUCKER TOLD
ME I’'D DONE AN OUTSTANDING JOB, I GOT A
TOP PERFORMANCE AWARD.

WAS THAT THE LAST DOCUMENT YOU
RECEIVED WHEN YOU WERE IN RLT?

THAT’S CORRECT.
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[*74]

WHEN YOU WENT OVER TO THE
TECHNOLOGY ENGINEER JOB, TELL ME, DID
YOU RECEIVE ANY TRAINING, MATERIALS —

NO, SIR.
— OR ANYTHING —

NO, SIR. THEY SAID THERE WAS NOT ANY. I
ASKED FOR A JOB DESCRIPTION AND A
PROCEDURE BOOK, AND THEY DIDN’T HAVE
THEM.

NOW, AS AN AREA MANAGER ALL YOUR
CAREER, YOU’VE BEEN SUPERVISING
PEOPLE; RIGHT?

RIGHT.

YOU GO OVER TO THE TECH JOB, AND TELL
US WHAT - WHAT WERE YOUR DUTIES,
WHAT DID YOU DO WHEN YOU GOT OVER TO
THE TECHNICAL ENGINEER JOB, WHAT DID
THEY HAVE YOU DOING?

ONE OF THE MAIN RESPONSIBILITIES, WE
WERE RUNNING HUMMER TIRES IN THE
PLANT. AND IT WAS OUR JOB TO CHECK,
HAND CHECK, AT LEAST A HUNDRED AND
TWENTY-FIVE PER SHIFT, WHICH MEANT
THAT IF THE OFF-GOING SHIFT DIDN’T DO
THEIRS, THAT MEANT I CAUGHT 250 OF
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THEM. [*75] AND THEY WEIGH 80 POUNDS A
PIECE. THEY GO ON HUMMERS. THEY’RE
EXTREMELY HEAVY TIRES. THERE WERE 16
PER TRUCK. I HAD TO GET THEM OFF THE
TRUCK. I HAD TO EXAMINE THEM INSIDE,
BOTH SIDES, TREAD, ALL THE — THE ENTIRE
TIRE, BECAUSE THIS COULD NOT - WE
COULD NOT HAVE ANY DEFECTS GET OUT
OF THE PLANT. AND THEN I HAD TO
EXAMINE APPROXIMATELY 120 OF THE
REGULAR TIRES PER SHIFT, AND  HAD TO
WORK IN THE PITS ALSO. AND THE PITS IS
WHERE THEY CURED THE TIRES.

HOW DID YOU MOVE THESE 80-POUND TIRES
AROUND?

JUST ROCKING AND PUSHING UNTIL I COULD
GET THEM OFF THE TRUCK. AND JUST
ROCKING AND PULLING AND PUSHING, AND
FINALLY GET THEM OFF THE TRUCK.

COULD YOU PICK THEM UP?
I COULDN’T PICK THEM UP. 80 POUNDS
EACH, I’D JUST KEEP ROLLING THEM UNTIL I

COULD CHECK EACH SECTION AND EACH
SPOT ON THE TIRE — INSIDE AND OUT.

* * * * *
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[*90]

[*151]

Q.

Cross-Examination of Lilly Ledbetter

YES, MA’AM. YOU DON’T - YOU DON’T
CLAIM TO BE AS QUALIFIED AS DICK JONES
TO BE AN AREA MANAGER IN THE TIRE
ASSEMBLY ROOM, DO YOU?

HOW DO YOU DEFINE “AS QUALIFIED”?
BECAUSE I HAD 20 YEARS EXPERIENCE AS
AN AREA MANAGER;  HAD BEEN A
MANAGER FOR 15 YEARS PRIOR TO GOING
TO GOODYEAR, AND MANAGEMENT IS
MANAGEMENT.

* * * * *

Redirect Examination of Lilly Ledbetter

MR. JONES IS THE PERSON WHEN YOU — WHO
YOU COMPLAINED ABOUT THE SEXUAL
HARASSMENT; RIGHT?

THAT’S RIGHT.

AND LOTHER YARBROUGH IS THE PERSON
WHO WAS PUTTING HIS HANDS ON YOU
THAT YOU JUST TESTIFIED ABOUT IS THE
PERSON YOU TOLD MR. JONES ABOUT;
RIGHT?

THAT’S RIGHT.
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Q. AND WHAT DID HE SAY TO YOU?

A. HE SAID, WELL, LOTHER HAS 30 YEARS
SERVICE, HE’S A GOOD EMPLOYEE AND
WE’LL DEFINITELY KEEP HIM. YOU’RE A
TROUBLEMAKER AND WE DON’T NEED YOU.

* * * * *

Direct Examination of Cathy Robertson
[*206]

Q. HAVE YOU EVER WORKED AT THE
GOODYEAR PLANT BEFORE?

A. YES, SIR, I HAVE.

Q. TELL ME ABOUT YOUR EMPLOYMENT
HISTORY, PLEASE, AT THE GOODYEAR
PLANT.

A. I HIRED IN IN APRIL OF 1976. I WORKED AS A
UNION WORKER IN THE PLANT FOR 17
YEARS. I BUILT TUBES, CURED, BUILT TIRES
FOR EIGHT YEARS.

I WAS A UNION REPRESENTATIVE FOR ONE

YEAR, AND I — IN SUPERVISION FOR FIVE
YEARS.
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[*208]

Q.

A.

YOU WERE SUPERVISED BY MEN OR
WOMEN?

IT WAS JUST MEN.

AT SOME POINT — WELL, ALSO, YOU SAID
YOU WERE A UNION - HOW LONG WERE YOU
A UNION REP?

ONE YEAR.

AT SOME POINT, DID YOU BECOME AN AREA
MANAGER.

YES, SIR. IN 1993, 1-THEY OPENED UP A
TESTING, ASSESSMENT PROGRAM WHERE
ANYBODY THAT WAS INTERESTED COULD
TURN IN A RESUME. AND IF THEY WERE
CHOSEN, THEY COULD GO THROUGH THIS
CLASS AND TEST AND GO THROUGH ALL
KIND OF QUESTIONS AND ANSWER
SESSIONS; THEN THEY CHOSE FROM THAT
POOL. I DON’'T REMEMBER HOW MANY
SUPERVISORS THEY PUT ON AT THAT TIME,
BUT IT WAS PROBABLY TWO OR THREE.

AND YOU WERE ONE OF THEM?
YES, SIR.

YOU KNOW WHY YOU WERE PICKED?
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WELL, l HAVE MY IDEAS ABOUT THAT. I
FEEL LIKE IT WAS TIME THAT THEY HAD
ANOTHER WOMAN SUPERVISOR —

MR. ST. CLAIR: YOUR HONOR, I OBJECT TO
WHAT SHE FELT.

THE COURT: SUSTAINED.

BY MR. GOLDFARB:

Q.

HOW LONG DID YOU WORK AS AN AREA
MANAGER? [#209]

FIVE YEARS.

WHERE DO YOU WORK - DID YOU LEAVE?
YES, SIR. I TOOK A BUYOUT WHEN THE
PLANT DECIDED TO CLOSE DOWN. I FIGURED
I’D BE THE FIRST ONE OUT THE DOOR —
WHERE DO YOU WORK TODAY?

I WORK AT HONDA MANUFACTURING IN
LINCOLN.

ARE YOU A SUPERVISOR AT HONDA TODAY?
YES, SIR.

WERE YOU EVALUATED WHILE YOU WERE
AN AREA MANAGER?

THE ONLY EVALUATION I REMEMBER WAS
THE YEAR BEFORE I LEFT. AND, LITERALLY,
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IT STUNK. I REALLY DIDN’T AGREE WITH IT.
I TOLD THE GENTLEMAN THAT WAS GIVING
THE EVALUATION — TELLING ME THE
RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION THAT I
DIDN’T AGREE WITH IT. AND HE SAID, WELL,
THAT’S JUST THE WAY IT IS. THIS IS THE
WAY YOU’RE EVALUATED. AND THEY JUST
LEFT IT AT THAT. 1JUST TOLD THEM I
DIDN’T AGREE WITH ANY OF IT.

WERE YOU DOING ANYTHING DIFFERENT
THAN THE MEN THAT WORKED ALONG
BESIDE OF YOU —

NO, SIR, WE WORKED IN THE SAME JOB.

WHY DO YOU THINK YOU WERE - WHY
WERE YOU GRADED LOWER?

MR. ST. CLAIR: YOUR HONOR, OBJECT TO
WHAT SHE THINKS OR FEELS.

WHY — WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING
THAT YOU WERE GRADED LOWER - YOUR
OPINION? [*210]

THE COURT: OVERRULED. I'’LL ALLOW HER
TO TESTIFY TO HER UNDERSTANDING.

BY MR. GOLDFARB:

WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING?

MY UNDERSTANDING WAS THAT I JUST —
THE WAY THEY PUT IT, I WAS NOT DOING
THE JOB 100 PERCENT THAT THEY — WHAT
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THEY EXPECTED OF ME. AND I WAS DOING
MY JOB EXACTLY LIKE EVERYBODY ELSE
WAS. I WAS DOING WHAT THEY TOLD ME TO
DO. AND ANYTHING THEY SAID WHAT THEY
WERE EXPECTING OF ME, THAT’S WHAT I
DONE.

AND YOU WERE WORKING THE SAME AS THE
MEN?

YES, SIR.

WHAT - WHAT WAS YOUR - DID YOU REACH
AN UNDERSTANDING AS TO WHY YOU WERE
PAID - WHY YOUR EVALUATION WAS
LOWER?

JUST SEEMED - WELL, THE WOMEN WERE,
FOR SOME REASON, RATED LOWER THAN
THE MEN. THEY DIDN’T THINK THEY COULD
DO THE JOB THAT THE MEN COULD DO.

DID YOU LET THEM KNOW YOU THOUGHT
THE EVALUATION WAS WRONG?

YES, SIR, I DID.

AS A RESULT - WELL, TELL ME ABOUT YOUR
RAISES AS A RESULT OF THE EVALUATION.
HOW DID THAT GO?

THE RAISE THAT WAS GIVEN TO ME AT THAT
EVALUATION, I WAS TOLD BY SAM CLARK
THAT THAT RAISE — THAT HE HAD TO GET
ME UP TO A CERTAIN LEVEL BECAUSE I WAS
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WAY BELOW THE LEVEL THAT I [*211] WAS
SUPPOSED TO BE AT, PAY WISE.

SAM CLARK IS UPPER MANAGEMENT?

HE WAS LIKE A MANAGER OVER THE AREA
MANAGERS. YES, SIR.

DO YOU KNOW HOW MUCH YOU WERE PAID
WHEN YOU STARTED OFF AS AN AREA
MANAGER?

NO, SIR,  DON’T KNOW HOW MUCH I MADE
WHEN I STARTED OFF. I KNOW WHAT I
COME OUT MAKING.

ALL RIGHT. IF I COULD GET EXHIBIT —

MR. GOLDFARB: I WANT TO OFFER EXHIBIT
98, WHICH IS HER PAY RECORDS.

THE COURT: WITHOUT OBJECTION, IT’S
RECEIVED IN EVIDENCE.

BY MR. GOLDFARB:

THIS IS EXHIBIT 98.

THE COURT: IT MAY BE PUBLISHED TO THE
JURY.

BY MR. GOLDFARB:

MA’AM, I DON’T KNOW IF YOU’VE EVER
SEEN THAT BEFORE, THAT’S SOMETHING
THE COMPANY DOES, IT SHOWS YOUR PAY
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RECORDS. HAVE YOU SEEN ANYTHING LIKE
THAT?

NO, SIR.

DID YOU KNOW WHAT YOUR PAY WAS -1
UNDERSTAND YOU WERE TOLD YOU WERE
PAID LESS — BUT DID YOU KNOW WHAT
YOUR PAY WAS IN COMPARISON TO THE
MEN YOU WORKED WITH?

NO, SIR. I DIDN’T KNOW THERE WAS ANY
LIMIT THEY HAD TO BE AT. I WAS NOT TOLD
THERE WAS A LEVEL THAT WAS A MINIMUM
[¥212] LEVEL OR A MAXIMUM LEVEL. I WAS
JUST TOLD, THIS IS WHAT YOU WOULD BE
PAID. THERE WOULD BE NO DEDUCTION,
THIS IS IT.

THESE ARE SOME EXHIBITS THAT THE
DEFENDANT ENTERED. AND IF I COULD
SHOW YOU —

MR. GOLDFARB: MAY I APPROACH THE
WITNESS, YOUR HONOR?

THE COURT: YES.

BY MR. GOLDFARB:

Q.

EXHIBIT 61 WAS MR. AMBERSON’S RECORDS,
AND THE COMMON DATE IS 2/1/95. YOU SEE
THAT ON THERE?

YES.
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AND YOU’RE AT 2728 A MONTH; RIGHT?
YES, SIR.

MR. AMBERSON, DO YOU SEE HOW MUCH HE
IS AT A MONTH?

4425.

THAT’S ON DEFENDANT’S EXHIBIT 61.
ANOTHER AREA MANAGER THEY’VE GIVEN
US THAT WE HAVE HERE IS MR. BARNES. ON
2/1/95, YOU WERE AT 27, HE WAS AT HOW
MUCH?

4186.

AND MR. TODD, WHAT WAS HE AT WHEN
YOU WERE 2728?

4662.

MR. THOMPSON, 64, WHAT WAS HE AT ON
THAT DATE?

4320.
AND MR. MYERS? [*213]
3960.
AND YOU WERE AT 27?

YES, SIR.
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DID YOU KNOW THAT THEY WERE PAID
THAT MUCH MORE THAN YOU?

YOU ALWAYS HEAR RUMORS THAT — AND
I’VE HEARD IT OUT OF SEVERAL PEOPLE’S
MOUTHS THAT THEY MADE QUITE A BIT
MORE THAN I DID.

AND YOU COULD GET OVERTIME AS AN
AREA MANAGER AT THAT COMPANY;
RIGHT?

YES, SIR.

THAT’S — YOU UNDERSTOOD THAT THEY
ALSO GOT OVERTIME; RIGHT?

YES, SIR. BUT THAT WOULDN’T BE
REFLECTED ON YOUR —

BUT THAT'S NOT OVERTIME?

— RIGHT.

DID YOU COME TO AN UNDERSTANDING AS

TO WHY YOU WERE BEING PAID LESS THAN

THE MEN THAT WERE HOLDING THE SAME

JOB YOU WERE?

NO, SIR, I WAS NEVER GIVEN THE REASON

FOR THAT. I-TALWAYS FELT BECAUSE I

WAS A FEMALE AND I WAS PUT IN —

MR. ST. CLAIR: YOUR HONOR, I OBJECT TO
FEELINGS.
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BY MR. GOLDFARB:

Q.

S

WHAT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING?
THE COURT: SUSTAINED.

DID YOU COME UP WITH ANY OTHER
REASON AS TO THE REASON [*214] YOU
WERE PAID LESS AS AN AREA MANAGER
THAN THE MEN?

JUST BEING A FEMALE —

ALL RIGHT. AND YOUR HIRE DATE —

—IN A MAN’S WORLD.

— WAS 1976; RIGHT?

YES, SIR.

YOU WERE - DO YOU KNOW WHETHER YOU
WERE HIRED BEFORE OR AFTER DONALD
MYERS?

NO, SIR,  DON’T KNOW WHAT DATE HE WAS
HIRED ON.

LOOK AT EXHIBIT 63, SEE WHAT HIS
CONTINUOUS SERVICE DATE IS?

11/16/77.
SO YOU WERE HIRED BEFORE HIM?

YES, SIR. I WAS HIRED IN °76.
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DID YOU EVER COMPLAIN THAT YOU WERE
BEING PAID LESS BECAUSE OF YOUR
GENDER?

NO, SIR, I DID NOT COMPLAIN, BECAUSE I
WAS A SINGLE MOTHER WITH A
HANDICAPPED CHILD, AND I FELT THAT MY
JOB -1 KNEW THAT MY JOB WOULD BE IN
JEOPARDY IF I STARTED COMPLAINING
ABOUT THE PAY.AND YOU DID NOT HAVE
ANY SECURITY BEING ON A SALARY JOB,
BECAUSE THEY COULD LET YOU GO AT ANY
TIME FOR ANY REASON.

DID YOU WORK WITH MRS. LEDBETTER
WHILE YOU WERE AN AREA MANAGER?

YES, SIR, I DID. [*215]

DID YOU SAY YOU WERE AN AREA
MANAGER IN STOCK PREP?

STOCK PREP. UH-HUH.

AND SHE WAS AN AREA MANAGER WHERE,
WHEN YOU WERE IN STOCK PREP?

SHE WAS IN THE TIRE ROOM. WE SUPPLIED
THE COMPONENTS FOR HER TIRES.

SO YOU GET THE COMPONENTS TOGETHER
AND SHE BUILDS THE TIRES?

RIGHT.
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DID YOU HAVE ANY - SO YOU HAD TO WORK
WITH HER; RIGHT?

YES, SIR.

WERE YOU ON NIGHT SHIFT?
YES, SIR.

AND SHE WAS ON NIGHT SHIFT?
YES, SIR.

DID YOU HAVE ANY PROBLEMS WITH THE
WAY SHE DID HER JOB?

NO, SIR, I DID NOT.

DID IT CAUSE YOU ANY PROBLEMS ON YOUR
END?

NO, SIR, IT DID NOT.

FROM YOUR UNDERSTANDING, DID MRS.
LEDBETTER KNOW WHAT SHE WAS DOING
ON HER JOB?

YES, SHE DID.

* * * * *
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Direct Examination of Retha Burns
[*224]
Q. WHEN WERE YOU HIRED AT GOODYEAR?
A. 1971.

Q. WERE YOU EVER A SUPERVISOR AT
GOODYEAR?

A. YES, I WAS.
WHEN WERE YOU FIRST A SUPERVISOR.

A. IN 1971, 1 WENT ON THE PLANT SQUADRON
TRAINING PROGRAM, AND I WAS
SUPERVISOR UNTIL — FOR EIGHT YEARS.

AND —
A. — 1973, EXCUSE ME.

Q. WHY DID YOU STOP BEING A SUPERVISOR
AFTER BEING A SUPERVISOR FOR EIGHT
YEARS AT THAT TIME PERIOD?

A. I HAD A SMALL CHILD AT HOME, l WAS A
SINGLE PARENT. I WAS WORKING SECOND
AND THIRD SHIFT, SIX DAYS A WEEK. THE
LADY THAT HAD BEEN KEEPING MY CHILD
DIED OF CANCER, AND I HAD NO ONE TO
TAKE CARE OF HER.
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Q. AT THAT PERIOD OF TIME, IT WAS CALLED
SUPERVISOR. DID THAT JOB TITLE LATER
GET ANOTHER NAME?

A. AREA MANAGER IS WHAT IT’S CALLED
TODAY.

Q. DID YOU FILE AN EEOC CHARGE AGAINST
THE COMPANY?

A. YES, SIR, I DID.
MR. GOLDFARB: WE OFFER EXHIBIT 90. [*225]
BY MR. GOLDFARB:

Q. WELL, FIRST, IS THAT THE EEOC CHARGE
YOU FILED?

A. YES, SIR, IT IS.
MR. GOLDFARB: WE OFFER EXHIBIT 90.
MR. ST. CLAIR: YOUR HONOR, WE JUST
RENEW THE OBJECTION OF THE
MOTION IN LIMINE.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. IT’S RECEIVED.
BY MR. GOLDFARB:
Q. IN THAT CHARGE YOU STATE THAT YOU
WERE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST IN PAY,

AMONG OTHER THINGS, BUT YOU SAY IN
PAY. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT?
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A. YES, SIR, I DO.

Q. HAVE YOU BEEN DISCRIMINATED AGAINST
AS A SUPERVISOR, OR AS AN AREA -
WORKING THE JOB AS AN AREA MANAGER
IN PAY AT GOODYEAR?

A. IN THE EARLY NINETIES, I WAS
APPROACHED BY HAROLD SMITH, THE THEN
PLANT MANAGER, TO GO BACK ON
SUPERVISION. HE CALLED ME INTO HIS
OFFICE, TOLD ME HOW MUCH I WOULD BE
STARTING AT, WHICH WAS THIRTY-TWO
HUNDRED DOLLARS A MONTH, WHICH HE
SAID WAS THE BASE SALARY FOR AN AREA
MANAGER; AND ASKED ME WOULD I
CONSIDER GOING BACK ON SUPERVISION.

AND I DID ACCEPT THE JOB, I DID GO IN THE
SUPERVISION JOB. I WORKED IT FOR THREE
AND A HALF MONTHS. AT THE END OF THAT
TIME, I NEVER GOT ANY MONEY.

I APPROACHED HIM - [*226]

THE COURT: WHAT DO YOU MEAN YOU
NEVER GOT ANY MONEY?

THE WITNESS: I NEVER GOT ANY DIFFERENCE
IN PAY. AT THE TIME, I WAS A SECRETARY
AND I WAS MAKING APPROXIMATELY
TWENTY-TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS A
MONTH. I WENT ON SUPERVISION JOB, EVEN
THOUGH I HAD EIGHT YEARS EXPERIENCE IN
THE PAST. HE TOLD ME HE WOULD START
ME AT THIRTY-TWO HUNDRED AND THEN HE
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WOULD GIVE ME RAISES TO GET ME UP TO
WHAT THE MEN WERE MAKING.

HOWEVER, Il WORKED THE JOB THREE AND A
HALF MONTHS, I NEVER RECEIVED A DIME. 1
WORKED THAT JOB AS AN AREA MANAGER, I
WAS ON SECOND SHIFT — EXCUSE ME, I WAS
ON THIRD SHIFT, AND HE NEVER PAID ME.

BY MR. GOLDFARB:

Q.

> o > R

WHERE WERE YOU WORKING AS AN AREA
MANAGER AT A SECRETARY’S PAY, WHAT
PARTICULAR AREA?

I HAD —IT WAS CALLED THE — THERE WAS —
IT WAS AN ARF LINE. IN ADDITION I HAD R1,
R2, R3H TIRE MACHINES; I HAD TRUCKERS, I
HAD INSPECTION. I HAD A TOTAL OF 52
EMPLOYEES THAT I WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR.
WERE THEY MAKING MORE THAN YOU>

OH, MUCH MORE.

THE PEOPLE THAT YOU WERE SUPERVISING?

EXACTLY. I WAS MAKING SECRETARIAL
PAY.

IS THAT PARTICULAR JOB IN THE ARF ROOM
ONE OF THE HARDEST [*227] JOBS AS AN
AREA MANAGER?

AT THAT TIME IT WAS, I WAS TOLD, THE
HARDEST JOB.
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WHY DO YOU THINK THEY WOULD NOT PAY
YOU THE RATE THAT THE PLANT MANAGER
TOLD YOU THAT WE WOULD PAY YOU TO
GET YOU UP TO THE THIRTY - —

I THINK IT WAS BECAUSE I WAS A FEMALE.

YOU WERE MAKING APPROXIMATELY — HE
HAD TOLD YOU THIRTY-TWO HUNDRED?

YEAH. I WAS GOING TO BE GETTING IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD OF A THOUSAND DOLLAR A
MONTH RAISE.

SO YOU WERE MAKING ABOUT 2,000 OR
TWENTY-TWO HUNDRED?

BETWEEN 2,000 AND TWENTY-TWO
HUNDRED. I WAS GOING TO START AT
THIRTY-TWO HUNDRED, WITH THE
UNDERSTANDING THE FACT THAT I HAD
EIGHT YEARS EXPERIENCE THAT HE WOULD
PROGRESS ME UP AND GET ME TO WHAT
THE MEN WERE MAKING.

WHAT IS YOUR - HOW DID IT COME UP —
WHAT’S YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT
THE THIRTY-TWO HUNDRED NUMBER
REPRESENTED?

HE TOLD ME THAT WAS THE BASE LINE FOR
AN AREA MANAGER.

DID YOU EVER RECEIVE THE BASE, EVEN
THE BASE PAY, AS AN AREA MANAGER?
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NO. ISTAYED DOWN THERE, WHICH WAS
THREE AND A HALF MONTHS AT THAT TIME
WHEN I WENT BACK AT TWO MONTHS AND
ASKED ABOUT THE MONEY. “WE’RE
WORKING ON IT.”

I WENT BACK AT THREE MONTHS AND
ASKED ABOUT THE MONEY. [*228] “WE’RE
WORKING ON IT.” AT THREE AND A HALF
MONTHS, HE FINALLY SAYS, “WE CAN’T
GIVE YOU THE MONEY.”

AND WHAT HAPPENED?

I TOLD HIM I WANTED TO GO BACK TO THE
OFFICE. I WAS NOT GOING TO WORK A
SUPERVISIONAL JOB FOR SECRETARIAL PAY.

HE TOLD ME HE COULD GIVE ME A 20
PERCENT RAISE. 20 PERCENT, BEING — THAT
WOULD HAVE GOT ME UP TO THE
NEIGHBORHOOD OF TWENTY-SIX HUNDRED
DOLLARS.

STILL BELOW THE BASE?

STILL MUCH BELOW THE BASE, FROM WHAT
HE TOLD ME THE BASE WAS.

* * * * *
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Direct Examination of Kelly Owen
[*257]

Q. —BUT LET ME ASK A QUESTION. I KNOW IT
WILL SEEM OBVIOUS, BUT JUST TO
ESTABLISH IT. DID YOU HAVE ANY ROLE OR
SAY-SO IN WHAT THE SALARIES OF THE
EMPLOYEES WERE WHEN YOU CAME INTO
THE AREA?

A. NO.
JUST WHATEVER THEY WERE, THEY WERE?

A. YEAH. WHATEVER THEY WERE, THEY WERE.
WHAT I HAD SAY-SO IN IS HOW MUCH RAISE
THEY GOT FOR THE YEAR OF 19-—-FOR ‘98, 1
HAD A SAY IN WHAT THE RAISE WAS, BASED
ON THEIR ‘97 PERFORMANCE.

Q. NOW, IN DETERMINING THE RAISE FOR 1998
UNDER THE SYSTEM IN PLACE AT THAT
TIME, WERE YOU SUPPOSED TO GIVE
CONSIDERATION TO SOMEBODY WHO
MAYBE HAD A LOWER SALARY [*258]
BECAUSE OF SOMETHING IN THE PAST?

A. NO. IT WOULD HAVE STRICTLY BEEN FOR
THE YEAR 1997. NOW, THERE ARE
REQUIREMENTS WHERE IF THEY’RE BELOW
THE MINIMUM PAY RANGE FOR THEIR JOB,
YOU HAVE TO DO SOMETHING. IN THE CASE
FOR THIS YEAR, THERE WAS NO ONE BELOW
THE MINIMUM PAY RANGE, SO THAT DIDN’T
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ENTER INTO THE MERIT PLAN FOR THAT
YEAR.

Cross-Examination of Kelly Owen

[*268]

Q. UNDERLYING THE EVALUATION, YOU’VE
GOT YOUR AUDITS AND YOU’VE GOT THE
COMPUTER SYSTEM THAT SPITS OUT WHAT
YOU NEED IT TO SPIT OUT, AND YOU’VE GOT

SOME CHARTS SHOWING THE ACTUAL
PRODUCTION YOU’VE TESTIFIED TO; RIGHT?

UH-HUH.
CORRECT?

THAT’S CORRECT.

S S

AND WHEN YOU GAVE HER THIS
EVALUATION, THIS WAS IN FEBRUARY OF
1998; CORRECT?

>

THAT’S CORRECT.

Q. WHERE, SIR, ARE THE UNDERLYING
DOCUMENTS THAT CAN SHOW US AND THE
JURY, AND CONCLUDE THIS, THAT SHOW
HER PRODUCTION IS WORSE THAN
EVERYBODY ELSE’S PRODUCTION? WHERE
ARE THOSE — WHERE ARE THE AUDITS?
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[-SIR, I COULDN’T TELL YOU WHERE THOSE
AUDITS ARE. WHAT I CAN TELL YOU IS
THAT AT THE TIME WE DID THOSE, THAT ME
AND LILLY AND THE REST OF THE TEAM
MEMBERS LOOKED AT THOSE DOCUMENTS
AND USED THOSE TO JUSTIFY THE
COMMENTS THAT I PUT ON THIS.

BUT MRS. LEDBETTER DIDN’T FILL OUT
THAT EVALUATION, DID SHE?

NO.

GOODYEAR FILLED OUT THAT EVALUATION,
DIDN’T THEY?

GOODYEAR DIDN’T FILL IT OUT, I DID. [*269]

YOU DID? YOU WERE A GOODYEAR
MANAGER?

THAT’S CORRECT.

AND WHAT YOU USED WAS THE
DOCUMENTS THAT YOU’VE GONE THROUGH
AND TOLD US ABOUT; THE AUDITS, THE —
THAT SHOWED WITHOUT QUESTION, HERE IS
THE ACTUAL PRODUCTION NUMBERS — AND
WHAT MR. ST. CLAIR SAYS IS YOU CAN’T
MESS WITH THAT, THAT’S THE REAL THING;
AND WE COULD LOOK AT THAT AND SEE
WHAT HER PRODUCTION NUMBERS ARE AND
EVERYBODY ELSE’S PRODUCTION NUMBERS
ARE, COULDN’T WE?

YEAH, BACK IN 1997. YES.
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BUT YOU DESTROYED THOSE DOCUMENTS,
DIDN’T YOU?

I DIDN’T DESTROY ANYTHING.

THEY’RE DESTROYED, AREN’T THEY?
IDON’T KNOW.

WELL, YOU’D HAVE THEM HERE TODAY IF
THEY WEREN’T DESTROYED, WOULDN’T
YOU? THEY’D SHOW FOR SURE —

I DON’T KNOW WHERE THE DOCUMENTS
ARE, SIR.

HAVE YOU LOOKED FOR THEM?

NO, | HAVEN’T LOOKED FOR THEM. 1JUST
FOUND OUT I WAS COMING A WEEK AGO.

DO YOU KNOW WHY I DON’T HAVE THEM?
BECAUSE I’'VE ASKED FOR THEM.

OKAY.

DO YOU KNOW WHY? DO YOU KNOW WHY
WE DON’T HAVE THEM?

I DON’T KNOW. [*270]
IS THERE — IS THERE A POLICY —

— I DON’T KNOW —
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— WELL, DO YOU KNOW THAT MRS.
LEDBETTER WENT TO THE EEOC A MONTH
AFTER THIS DATE THAT YOU’D SAT DOWN
WITH HER, A MONTH OR SO AFTER, FILLED
OUT A QUESTIONNAIRE; THREE MONTHS
LATER, SHE FILES A CHARGE AND Y’ALL
GET IT IN SEPTEMBER, AND THEN THOSE
DOCUMENTS ARE GONE; DO YOU KNOW
WHY?

NO, IDON’T KNOW WHY.

I MEAN, WOULDN’T YOU THINK THAT’S THE
BEST WAY TO SHOW OBJECTIVELY THAT
HER PERFORMANCE IS NOT AS GOOD AS
EVERYBODY ELSE’S, TO COME UP WITH THE
ACTUAL “HERE’S THE PRODUCTION
NUMBERS”?

I DIDN’T FEEL THERE WAS A NEED FOR
THAT, BECAUSE WE REVIEWED THOSE AT
THE TIME OF THE EVALUATION. AND WHAT
YOU HAVE TO REMEMBER IS THAT THE
TEAM MEMBER HAS AN OPPORTUNITY TO
MAKE COMMENTS WHEN THEY DISAGREE
WITH THEIR EVALUATION, AND THEY ALSO
HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO - THEY GET IT
TO SIGN IT.

WOULDN’T YOU THINK MRS. LEDBETTER
WAS —IF SHE’S IN A NEW JOB, GOT
TRANSFERRED OUT OF HER JOB, SHE’S
SCARED TO DEATH THAT SHE’S ABOUT TO
LOSE HER JOB? HERE SHE GOES OFF TO A
NEW JOB, YOU KNEW SHE WAS SCARED.
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AT THE TIME I EVALUATED MRS.
LEDBETTER, I DON’T THINK SHE WAS
CONCERNED SHE WAS GOING TO LOSE HER
JOB.

ONE THING THAT YOU DID HAVE - YOU
LOOKED BACK AT THE [*271] PRIOR YEAR —
WAS THE NOTES THAT JERRY JONES MADE
ABOUT MRS. LEDBETTER, DIDN’T YOU?

JERRY PROVIDED ME WITH SOME NOTES HE
PASSED DOWN. THAT’S CORRECT.

HOW MANY PAGES?

I DON’T RECALL HOW MANY PAGES THERE
WERE OF NOTES. IT WAS — WE SAT DOWN
FOR A DAY AND WENT THROUGH EVERY
MANAGER’S STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES.
AND THERE WERE SOME COMMENTS ON,
YOU KNOW, WHERE HE FELT PEOPLE
NEEDED TO WORK TO GET TO BE BETTER
MANAGERS, AND KIND OF GOT ME UP TO
SPEED ON THE PEOPLE RUNNING THE
DEPARTMENT.

AND THOSE NOTES ARE SOME OTHER
UNDERLYING DOCUMENTS THAT WOULD
SHOW WHAT WENT INTO THE EVALUATION
THAT THEY’RE USING TO SAY HER
PERFORMANCE IS BAD; RIGHT?

NO. I WOULDN’T HAVE USED JERRY’S

DOCUMENTS THAT HE PROVIDED ME TO DO
THIS EVALUATION.
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YOU WOULD IGNORE THE NOTES THAT HE
HAD — HE’D BEEN WITH HER THE MAJORITY
OF THAT YEAR AND THE YEAR BEFORE;
RIGHT?

THE NOTES THAT JERRY GAVE ME WERE
NOT PERFORMANCE NUMBERS. THEY
WEREN’T NUMBERS THAT YOU COULD
ACTUALLY DO AN EVALUATION ON.

THE PERFORMANCE NUMBERS WERE IN THE
BUSINESS CENTER SCORECARDS THAT WERE
KEPT THROUGHOUT THE BUSINESS. THE
NOTES THAT JERRY SHARED WITH ME ON
PASS DOWN WERE MORE PRIVATE NOTES
ABOUT PEOPLE’S PERFORMANCE AND
WHERE THEY STOOD AS FAR [*272] AS, YOU
KNOW, DIFFERENT PARAMETERS, THE WAY
THEY MANAGED THE BUSINESS.

OKAY. THOSE WERE PERFORMANCE NOTES
THAT JERRY USED - GAVE YOU TO TALK TO
YOU ABOUT MRS. LEDBETTER. WHAT I
WANT TO KNOW, SIR, IS WHERE ARE THOSE
NOTES?

THOSE NOTES WERE NOT PERTINENT TO
THIS EVALUATION; AND, THEREFORE, I
WOULDN’T HAVE KEPT THOSE —

— THEY’RE PERTINENT TO THIS LAWSUIT —
I’'M TRYING TO GET AN UNDERSTANDING OF
WHAT ABOUT MRS. LEDBETTER’S
PERFORMANCE IS SO BAD, YOU’VE THROWN
— HAVE YOU THROWN AWAY THE AUDITS?

75



I HAVEN’T THROWN AWAY ANYTHING.

SO THEY MIGHT BE OVER THERE AT THE
PLANT RIGHT NOW?

IDON’T KNOW. I HAVEN'T BEEN IN THE
PLANT SINCE - SINCE I LEFT THE BUSINESS
CENTER.

OKAY. DID YOU THROW AWAY JERRY’S
NOTES?

JERRY’S NOTES, I WOULD NOT HAVE KEPT.
NO.

EVEN IF THERE WAS AN EEOC CHARGE THAT
CAME SHORTLY AFTER?

I WASN’T AWARE OF ANY EEOC CHARGE.
OKAY. BUT YOU WERE — AT THAT TIME,
YOU WERE A MANAGER AT THE COMPANY;
RIGHT?

YES, I WAS.

YOU SAID YOU — WHERE — WHERE DO YOU
LIVE RIGHT NOW?

AMERICANA, BRAZIL.
YOU LIVE IN -
THE REPORTER: I’'M SORRY? [*273]

THE WITNESS: AMERICANA, BRAZIL.
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OH, SO YOU CAME UP HERE FROM BRAZIL TO
TESTIFY.

THAT’S CORRECT.

HOW OLD ARE YOU?

I’'M 38 YEARS OLD.

YOU SAID THE PRODUCTION NUMBERS
WERE POSTED. IS IT A BIG BOARD THAT
THEY’RE POSTED ON?

IT WAS IN THE CONFERENCE ROOMS.
ARE ALL THOSE THROWN AWAY?

-1 CAN’T ANSWER THOSE TYPES OF
QUESTIONS, BECAUSE I HAVEN’T BEEN
WORKING IN GADSDEN.

WHO IS -

— CERTAINLY, I DIDN’T THROW THEM AWAY.
WHO’S THE AUDITOR?

THE AUDITOR AT THE TIME THAT I WAS
THERE WAS MIKE MAUDSLEY.

MIKE MAUDSLEY, THE AUDITOR IN THE ARF
ROOM; RIGHT?

THAT’S CORRECT.
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AND HE IS THE AUDITOR WHO DID THE
EVALUATION THAT YOU USED - WHO DID
HIS AUDITS AND THE SUMMARY SCORES OF
THE AUDITS THAT YOU USED TO DO YOUR
EVALUATIONS; RIGHT?

THAT’S NOT CORRECT.

I THOUGHT YOU SAID YOU USED THE
AUDITS TO DO YOUR EVALUATION?

I USED THE AUDITS TO DO A PORTION OF
THE EVALUATION. [*274]

WELL, DID YOU — AND YOU - ONLY
SUPERVISED HER YOURSELF FOR A VERY
SHORT PERIOD OF TIME?

THREE MONTHS, YEAH.

AT THE BEGINNING OF YOUR TESTIMONY,
YOU TESTIFIED ABOUT HOW THE AUDITS
ARE USED TO DO THE EVALUATION, SO NOW
YOU’RE ONLY SAYING YOU USED JUST A
SMALL PORTION OR A BIG PORTION? HOW
MUCH?

WOULD YOU LIKE ME TO CLARIFY THAT?

I WANT TO KNOW HOW MUCH OF THE
SCORECARDS THAT MR. MAUDSLEY DID
THAT BECAME THE AUDITS — BECAUSE IT’S
A MONTHLY SCORECARD AND IT
SUMMARIZES THE YEARLY; RIGHT?
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LET ME HELP YOU UNDERSTAND THAT.
THERE WERE REALLY THREE PARTS, OKAY,
TO THE PERFORMANCE REVIEW.

OKAY. THERE WAS THE PART THAT WAS
THE NUMERICAL DATA. OKAY. THAT PART
WAS TAKEN FROM COMPUTER REPORTS AND
FROM INFORMATION THAT THE
PRODUCTION SPECIALIST SUPPLIED —

AND DOES THAT —

— WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN FOR LILLY,
WOULD HAVE BEEN VANCE HOLDERFIELD.
OKAY -

— DOES THAT EXIST TODAY?

I DON’T KNOW.

WHO CREATED THAT?

WELL, THOSE WOULD HAVE BEEN
COMPUTER-GENERATED REPORTS THAT
VANCE HOLDERFIELD WOULD HAVE PUT
INTO A SPREADSHEET FOR THE ARE
MANAGERS AND MYSELF. [*275]

AND YOU KEEP THEM, DON’T YOU?

YEAH, WE KEPT THEM.

WHAT IF THERE’S A — YOU KNOW, THIS
COMPANY IS NOT A COMPANY LIKE
FIRESTONE — BUT WHAT IF THERE’S A
PROBLEM LIKE FIRESTONE AND SOMETHING
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HAPPENED WITH THE TIRES — YOU KEEP
THOSE REPORTS, DON’T YOU? YOU’VE GOT
TO -

THERE IS CERTAIN DATA THAT YOU KEEP
FOR LONG PERIODS OF TIME. THERE’S
CERTAIN DATA THAT YOU KEEP FOR SHORT
PERIODS OF TIME.

AND YOU DON’T KNOW WHICH —

AND IDON’T - YOU’D HAVE TO ASK
SOMEONE ELSE.

ALL RIGHT. AND THERE’S A WHOLE
ANOTHER SECTION OF THE AUDIT THAT MR.
MAUDSLEY - IS BASED ON WHAT MR.
MAUDSLEY DOES; RIGHT?

THERE IS — THERE IS A PORTION OF THE
DATA THAT I USED, YES, THAT MR.
MAUDSLEY -

CORRECT?
THAT’S CORRECT.

IN FACT, IF YOU WOULD LOOK AT — I MEAN,
I’VE SEEN A COUPLE OF SCORECARDS, AND
THE SCORECARDS ARE BASICALLY THE
SAME AS THE AREAS IN THE EVALUATION:
WASTE, QUALITY, PRODUCTION — ALL
THOSE ARE ON THE SCORECARDS, AREN’T
THEY — HOUSEKEEPING?

UH-HUH.
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CORRECT? [*276]

OH, YES.

RIGHT? THAT’S A WHOLE EVALUATION.
YEAH, IT°S ON IT.

ALL BASED ON THE AUDIT?

NO, IT’S NOT ALL BASED ON THE AUDIT.

ALL RIGHT. IS THERE A THIRD ONE, OR IS
THAT JUST YOUR OWN OBSERVATION.

THAT WOULD BE CORRECT.
ALL RIGHT. NOW, THIS SAYS -

AS THE MANAGER OF THE DEPARTMENT, I
WOULD MAKE OBSERVATIONS LIKE,
INSURES LIGHT DUTY LABOR IS USED
EFFECTIVELY. IF YOU LOOK AT
PERFORMANCE STANDARD NO. 2 ON THE
FIRST PAGE, THAT WOULD BE ONE THAT I
WOULD HAVE DISCUSSED WITH LILLY, AND
SAID, YEAH, I THINK YOU UTILIZE YOUR
LIGHT DUTY. THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN
BASED ON MY OBSERVATION.

AND YOU WOULD BASE THAT ON THE TIME
PERIOD WHEN YOU -1 GUESS WHEN YOU
WOULD ACTUALLY SIGN THOSE
TIMECARDS? AS HER SUPERVISOR, YOU
WOULD SIGN HER TIMECARDS?
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A. I GUESS — WHAT ARE YOU ASKING ME?
COULD YOU REPEAT THE QUESTION —

Q. —YOU KNOW WHAT A TIMECARD —-I"VE GOT
SOME — WE’VE GOT A - LOOKED AT SOME
DOCUMENTS AT SOME POINT IN TIME THAT
SHOWED WHEN YOU ACTUALLY DID
SUPERVISE HER, I GUESS, AND YOU SIGNED
HER TIMECARDS?

A. YEAH. ALL THE TIMECARDS WERE HANDED
IN AND SIGNED —* * * % %

[*280]

Q. OKAY.

A.  —THAT’S A SEPARATE CONVERSATION.

Q.  THE NEXT DOCUMENT THAT Y’ALL TALKED
ABOUT IS THIS EXHIBIT 48, AND THIS IS THE
RANKING WHICH PUTS MRS. LEDBETTER
NEXT TO THE BOTTOM AND MR. NANCE IS
UNDER HER; RIGHT?

A.  THAT’S CORRECT.

Q. MR. NANCE MAKES A LOT MORE MONEY
THAN SHE DOES, DOESN’T HE?

A. AT THAT TIME, YEAH, HE DID.
Q. I MEAN, IF YOU LOOK AT THIS THING, THERE

IS — WHO ARE THE TWO LOWEST PAID
PEOPLE ON THERE?
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A. IN THE AREA MANAGER CLASSIFICATION?

Q. NO, ON THE WHOLE LIST. I WANT TO JUST
TELL THEM EVERYTHING. WHO ARE THE
TWO LOWEST PAID PEOPLE ON THIS LIST?

A. IT WOULD BE THE SECRETARY, RETHA
BURNS —

Q. WHO JUST TESTIFIED EARLIER?

A. —AND IT WOULD BE LILLY LEDBETTER, WHO
WAS AN AREA MANAGER AT THE TIME.

Q. ARE THERE ANY OTHER WOMEN ON THIS
LIST?

A. NO.

Q. AND THE TWO LOWEST PAID PEOPLE ON
THIS LIST ARE FEMALE; RIGHT?

A. YES. * * * * %
Cross-Examination of Jerry Jones
[*308]

Q. SO, SINCE 1973, YOU HAD BEEN IN
MANAGEMENT AT GOODYEAR?

A. THAT’S CORRECT.

Q. AND DURING THAT PERIOD OF TIME, HOW
MANY WOMEN AREA [*309] MANAGERS
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EVER WORKED UNDER YOU, OTHER THAN
MRS. LEDBETTER?

OKAY. IT WILL TAKE A MINUTE, ’LL TRY TO
— FOR THE ENTIRE PERIOD?

YEAH.

YOU WANT BY NAME, OR JUST BEST I CAN
COME UP WITH?

JUST BEST YOU CAN COME UP WITH, OTHER
THAN MRS. LEDBETTER.

OKAY.
WHO, AND FOR HOW LONG?
OKAY. MARY LEVINSON.

ALL RIGHT. HOW LONG DID — MRS. MARY
LEVINSON WAS NOT AN AREA MANAGER
VERY LONG, THOUGH, WAS SHE?

MARY LEVINSON WAS AN AREA MANAGER
IN THE ARF ROOM, WHICH IS THE SAME
SECTION THAT —

YEAH.

— MRS. LEDBETTER WAS HERE. SHE CAME,
AND WHEN WE WENT TO FOUR SHIFT
OPERATION, WORKED THE JOB IN THE TIRE
ROOM HERE. WHEN WE HAD THE FIRST
LAYOFF, SHE WAS INVOLVED; WENT ON TO
DANVILLE, VIRGINIA AS AN AREA
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S S

MANAGER; THEN SHE WENT TO LAWTON,
OKLAHOMA —

ALL RIGHT. WELL, I’'M TALKING ABOUT
WHILE SHE WAS HERE AT THIS GOODYEAR
PLANT?

OKAY.

JUST THIS GOODYEAR PLANT?

OKAY. ANYWAY, SHE WAS — [*310]

SO SHE WAS — SO SHE WAS AN AREA
MANAGER FOR ABOUT HOW LONG, A
MATTER OF MONTHS?

I REALLY DON’T KNOW. OKAY?

WHO WAS THE NEXT ONE?

NEXT ONE WOULD BE SUE DOUGLAS, WHO
WAS A —

OKAY. WHEN WAS THAT?
THAT WAS IN EIGHTY — EARLY ‘95 PERIOD.

HOW LONG WAS SUE DOUGLAS AN AREA
MANAGER?

FROM ¢85 UNTIL SHE HAD CANCER AND
PASSED AWAY SOMETIME IN THE LATE
EIGHTIES.

OKAY. SO -
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A. I DON’T REMEMBER WHEN THAT WAS.

—FOR A FEW YEARS? DID YOU SUPERVISE
HER THAT WHOLE TIME?

e

YES, I THINK I DID.
OKAY. WHO ELSE?

OKAY -

S S S

LET ME ASK YOU THIS QUESTION: HOW
MANY TIMES DID YOU SUPERVISE MORE
THAN ONE WOMAN WHO WAS AN AREA
MANAGER AT THE SAME TIME?

A. IN MOST CASES, LIKE ON A SHIFT WHERE
YOU’D BE MEETING WITH A CREW, THERE
WAS PROBABLY NO MORE THAN ONE ON A
CREW, MAYBE.

* * * * *

[*312]

Q. AND AS PART OF YOUR H.R. TRAINING, IF
YOU SAW A DISCREPANCY OF A WOMAN
WORKING WITH A BUNCH OF OTHER MEN, IN
HER PAY, WOULDN’T THAT TURN ON A
LIGHT IN YOUR HEAD?

A. IN LOOKING AT SALARIES, WHAT YOU LOOK
AT IS — IS THE GROUP ABOVE THE MID — THE
LOW POINT. IN OTHER WORDS, IF THERE’S A
MINIMUM AMOUNT OF SALARY, YOU TRY TO
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[*338]

A.

MAKE SURE NOBODY STAYS — GETS BELOW
THAT.

BUT AS FAR AS WHERE SOMEBODY IS AT IN
THE SALARY RANKING, THAT IS AN
ACCUMULATION OF THEIR HISTORICAL
MERITS; THEIR — THEIR HISTORY OVER THE
YEARS; THAT THEIR TOTAL SALARY IS AN
ACCUMULATION OF EACH YEAR.

THE FACT THAT — YOU WOULD LOOK, IF
THERE’S SOMEBODY BELOW THE LOW
POINT, AND SAY, HEY, I NEED TO DO
SOMETHING TO KEEP THEM. BUT AS LONG
AS THEY’RE IN THEIR RANGE, IT’S NOT
SOMETHING YOU WOULD LOOK AT. YOU’D
ALSO LOOK AT WHERE THEY WERE
PERFORMING.

* * * * *

Direct Examination of Michael Tucker

YOU’RE READING THAT EXACTLY RIGHT.
WE WERE GIVEN AN ALLOCATION, A TOTAL
ALLOCATION. AND DURING THIS PAY
PERIOD OR DURING THIS POLICY PERIOD, WE
WERE ABLE TO GIVE A NUMBER OF RAISES,
MAINLY BECAUSE OF THE AMOUNT OF
MONEY THAT I WAS BUDGETED.

RIGHT. INOTICE THAT DOWN AT THE
BOTTOM IT SAYS “TOTAL ALLOCATION”
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[*342]

A.

AND “TOTAL EXPENDITURES.” WHAT DOES
THAT MEAN?

THAT’S THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF MONEY
THAT WE WERE GIVEN TO ALLOCATE - TO
DIVVY OUT INTO RAISES.

SO YOU HAD A SET BUDGET, AND THEN YOU
HAD TO DECIDE HOW TO DISTRIBUTE IT —

THAT’S CORRECT. AND THE POLICY ALSO
STATED A MAXIMUM TIME FRAME, EITHER
12 OR 18 MONTHS, BY WHICH YOU COULD
ACTUALLY GIVE SOMEONE A MERIT
INCREASE. AND IT ALSO OUTLINED A
MAXIMUM AMOUNT, PERCENTAGE AMOUNT,
THAT YOU COULD GIVE SOMEONE.

* * * * *

*** BUT DURING THIS PERIOD, I HAD $906
THAT I HAD TO SHARE - THAT I COULD
SHARE WITH THESE INDIVIDUALS. AND YOU
CAN SEE MR. MILLER AND MR. THOMPSON
AT THAT TIME WERE NOT ELIGIBLE FOR A
RAISE. AND SO I WAS ABLE TO GIVE
EVERYONE, EXCEPT THOSE TWO IN MY
AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY, A MERIT
INCREASE. MAINLY, ONCE AGAIN, TO TRY
TO MAKE CERTAIN THAT LILLY WAS NOT AT
THE BOTTOM OF THE PAY RANGE, OR UNDER
THE MINIMUM.

* * * * *
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LET ME NOW SHOW YOU WHAT WE’VE
MARKED AS DEFENDANT’S EXHIBIT 6. IS
THAT A DOCUMENT THAT YOU PREPARED?

(LOOKING AT EXHIBIT.) YES, SIR, IT IS.

THESE OTHER DOCUMENTS, THE ONES FROM
THE EARLIER YEARS, I THINK MRS.
LEDBETTER SAID THAT SHE FOUND THEM —
FOUND ONE OF THEM IN THE TRASH CAN OR
SOMETHING, AND THEN KEPT THEM ALL
OVER THESE YE