IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVANI A

PRI SCI LLA HARE : ClVIL ACTI ON
V.

H&R | NDUSTRI ES, | NC. : NO. 00- CV- 4533

VEMORANDUM & ORDER

J.M KELLY, J. MARCH , 2001

FI NDI NGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

After a non-jury trial in the above captioned matter, and
review of the pleadings filed by the parties in the above matter,
the Court makes the foll ow ng Findings of Fact, Concl usions of
Law and deci si on.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. Plaintiff worked for H&R I ndustries from February, 1997
until October, 1999. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 10-12).

2. Harry Schmdt is the owner of H&R Industries. M ck
Jones is the general manager. Gary Schmdt is the son of Harry
Schmdt. Dave Wlfgang is the MIIling Departnent supervisor and
Plaintiff’s supervisor. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 12-13).

3. Harry Schm dt never attended any cl asses on sexual
harassnment and never had a professional cone in to the plant to
give a lecture on sexual harassnment. (Harry Schm dt 11/26/01, p.
41) .

4. Mck Jones was the General Manager of H&R from 1991 to



Septenber, 2000. Prior to the lawsuit, he had not reviewed the
handbook since it was witten in 1996. He never had any forma
training on sexual harassnent at H&R  There was never a neeting
on sexual harassnent, and no enpl oyee was ever given any kind of
instruction on the policies. (Jones 11/16/01, p. 2-3).

5. David Wl fgang started with H&R in 1972 and was
Plaintiff’s i mredi ate supervisor. (Wlfgang 11/21/01, p. 87).

6. There was no training on sexual harassnment or
sensitivity training at any tinme. (Wl fgang 11/21/01, p. 124-
125). Wbl fgang has never had training on sexual harassnent.
Wl f gang never provided any training on sexual harassnent to the
men in his departnent. (Wl fgang 11/21/01, p. 95; Wbster
11/ 27/ 01, p. 96).

7. The follow ng statenent taken fromthe H&R I ndustries,
Inc.’s Policy Manual (D-4) is the only information provided to
enpl oyees and nmanagenent on the subject of sexual harassnent:

SEXUAL HARASSMENT

H & RINDUSTRIES, INC. agrees with the
gui del i nes on sexual harassnent as

descri bed by the Equal Enpl oynent
Qpportunities Conm ssion (EEOQC) which treat

sexual harassnent as illegal sex
di scrimnation under the Cvil R ghts Act
of 1964.

Wor ki ng rel ati onshi ps bet ween enpl oyees
nmust be based on mutual respect. Any

enpl oyee who feels he/she has been or is
bei ng sexual |y harassed is encouraged to
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report such incidents to managenent. All
conplaints will be handl ed confidentially
and inpartially.
8. The Plaintiff was sent to Wl fgang’ s departnent.
((Wol fgang 11/21/01, p. 89).
9. Plaintiff felt she was doing a very good job and was told
by Dave Wl fgang that she was doing very well. (Hare 11/20/01, p.
17; Wbl fgang 11/21/01, p. 90).
10. Wl fgang di scussed personal things about his w fe which
Plaintiff did not feel were necessary. (Hare 11/20/01, p.17).
11. Mck Jones would put his armaround Plaintiff and
squeeze her cheeks. Jones would call her “gorgeous.” (Hare
11/ 20/ 01, p. 19-20; Jones 11/26/01, p. 12-13, 27). Plaintiff
testified:
| felt very unconfortable the way he tal ked
to nme. It was inappropriate touching.

didn't feel that a general nanager had a
right to wap his armaround you and call you

“gorgeous.” | never had a general nanager or
supervi sor do that to ne before at any other
conpanies | worked at . . . . | wthdrew

fromthe situation he put ne in
(Hare 11/20/01, p. 128).

12. Kevin Webster is a coworker who worked very close to
Plaintiff. After six nonths, Wbster started doing things to
Plaintiff like |leaving things in her nachine. (Hare 11/20/01, p.
20) .

13. Plaintiff testified:



Fi shbones, ham bones. | did conplain to Dave
about the stuff and he [Kevin] would chase ne
around the machines. He grabbed ne a |ot.

He grabbed ny ass a lot. He brushed up
against ne tons of tinmes. He would try to
get me into the tool roomand he woul d shut
the light out and he nentioned how he woul d
bend nme over the railing up in the foyer and
he told nme eventually, we’'re going to sl eep
together . . . . he would just not |eave ne
al one even after | told himto stop.

(Hare 11/20/01, p. 21, 21).

14. Plaintiff conplained to Dave Wl fgang, Joe Kroliczak,
Gary Schm dt, M ke Seacrist, Phil, Tom Rothford and Tom Lynch, in
the office. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 47).

15. Bruce Elton, an Inspector, wal ked through Plaintiff’s
departnment once or twice a day perform ng inspections. He saw
Kevin Webster chase Plaintiff around the machine. M. Elton also
wi t nessed Webster putting his hands on Plaintiff, pinching her
butt. (Elton 11/20/01, p. 149-151, 161).

16. Webster called Plaintiff “My little hamhock” or
“fatty.” Plaintiff stopped eating in the shop and lost a
dramatic anount of weight. Wbster told Plaintiff she nmade
“junk.” (Hare 11/20/01, p. 22, 176).

17. Bruce Elton heard Webster whistle and make cat calls at
Plaintiff. He heard Webster call her “Blondie.” Wbster also
said to Plaintiff as she was bendi ng over her machine, “Hold it
right there.” (Elton 11/20/01, p. 151-152).

18. Webster nocked Plaintiff for how far she had to | ean
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over her machine. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 23-24).

19. Bob Biro asked Plaintiff personal questions. He asked
her if she was bisexual. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 27). He asked if
she had a boyfriend, and he tried to wap his arns around her.
Biro woul d hang around Plaintiff’s machine a lot. (Hare
11/ 20/ 01, p. 31).

20. Webster, anong other co-workers, would call Plaintiff
li ke a dog and say “Hey, baby” as she wal ked by them going to the
bathroomor the tool room Plaintiff would avoid it by wal ki ng
around the other side of the shop. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 28-29).

21. lgor, a co-worker, left a note on Plaintiff’s desk
whi ch said she would be worth a couple of thousand on the Russian
market. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 30).

22. Geg Keller, a co-wrker, nade coments to Plaintiff
about her perfunme and how it was giving himan erection and he
couldn’'t get any work done. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 38).

23. Mke Cheatly, a co-worker, would goose and tickle
Plaintiff when she was on her machine. Plaintiff alnost cut off
her finger. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 39).

24. The co-workers called Plaintiff nanmes such as “air-
head.” They put bugs in her machine. (Wl fgang 11/21/01, p.
92). They put grease on the handl e of her machine. (Wl fgang
11/21/01, p. 111).

25. Mke Cheatly would conme at Plaintiff with hands open as



to want to grab her breasts. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 41).

26. Wile Plaintiff was working at H&R, Webster saw a
drawi ng of a naked woman that was supposed to be Plaintiff passed
around the shop. He found it by the pay phone and threw it away.
Plaintiff asked himif he saw the picture, and he told her he
had. She was upset. (Webster 11/27/01, p. 95, 96).

27. Wl fgang asked in the shop who was responsible for the
drawi ng, and everybody denied it. There were no warnings or
disciplinary action as a result of the picture. (Wl fgang
11/21/01, p. 124-125). He nade no record that it happened.

(Wl fgang 11/21/01, p. 127).

28. Wbl fgang had pornography on his conpany conputer which
he called “Blow 13." It depicted a woman having oral sex with a
woman and a man having oral sex with a wonan. He does not know
if there was anot her depiction of a woman nasturbating or a wonman
wth three breasts. He brought it into the office because he
wanted to see it on a bigger nonitor. He showed it to other
enpl oyees in the shop, such as Kevin Wbster, Tom Rot hford, Joe
Kroliczak. His conputer is on the second floor overlooking the
CNC departnent. Nobody told himto get rid of it. (Wl fgang
11/21/01, p. 105-107).

29. Webster started a runor that Plaintiff and Wl f gang
were having an affair. Wlfgang told Plaintiff to deny it.

(Hare 11/20/01, p. 49). Plaintiff was disturbed because of the



rumor. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 50). Plaintiff conplained to M ck
Jones about the runor about her and Wl fgang having an affair.
Jones said he did not know what to do about it. She al so

conpl ained to Tom Lynch, an enployee in the office, because she
was not getting anywhere with Mck Jones. (Hare 11/20/01, p.
61).

30. Jones got nost of his information off the floor.

M chael Cheatly, an expediter who goes from departnent to
departnent, inforned Jones that there was a runor that Plaintiff
and Wl fgang were having an affair. He first discussed this
runmor with Harry Schm dt who asked himto discuss it with

Wl fgang and Plaintiff. He asked Wl fgang if he was having an
affair wwth Plaintiff and he denied it. So, managenent j ust
dropped the matter. (Jones 11/26/01, pg. 7; Harry Schm dt

11/ 26/ 01, p. 43).

31. Harry Schm dt heard the runor that Wl fgang and
Plaintiff were having an affair. Jones told himthere was no
truth toit. Schmdt nade no effort to find out where that runor
started. He heard Wl fgang gave Plaintiff greeting cards and
gifts. He heard of runors of an affair between Plaintiff and
Kroliczak either fromJones or in the shop. He confronted
Kroliczak who | ooked at himlike he was an idiot and then denied
it. He never spoke to Plaintiff. He nade the assunption there

was nothing to the runors. He never asked Plaintiff if the



runmors affected her in any way. (Harry Schm dt 11/26/01, p. 49-
52, 56).

32. Plaintiff advised a female co-worker that she and a
mal e wor ker, Jeff Munnis had sexual relations. Plaintiff
believed the fenmal e co-worker was the source of the runor that
the Plaintiff and Munnis were having sex together. (Hare
11/21/01, p. 49).

33. Plaintiff conplained to Wl fgang once or twice a week
and nore frequently at the end of her enploynent. (Wl fgang
11/21/01, p. 98).

34. Plaintiff conplained to Wl fgang at |east three tines
a week. Plaintiff knew he had tal ked to Webster about the
conpl ai nts because Webster would then call her a tattletale and
a snitch. “Plaintiff said everything got worse”. (Hare
11/20/01, p. 50-51). Plaintiff told Wl fgang:

. . . the situation | was going through, | had
no problemwth the job. | don't think I could
handl e the stress that they were putting on ne.
| had—-no one else was treated like that. |
didn't think it was fair that | was treated |ike
that and could he do sonething about it . . .
After David told ne to either give it back to
themor do what | can to defend nyself, | may
have pl ayed one or two incidents.
(Hare 11/20/01, p. 174). Because Wlfgang told Plaintiff to
“give it back”, she put a plastic spider in one of the machines.

(Hare 11/20/01, p. 25; Wl fgang 11/21/01, p. 146).

35. Wen Wl fgang spoke to the nen, the majority of them
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just said it was no big deal. They did admt to the behavior.
(Wl fgang 11/21/01, p. 100).

36. Wbl fgang never wote any of Plaintiff’s conplaints
down. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 52; Wl fgang 11/21/01, p. 93). He
wrote nothing down relative to what the nen said to him He
wr ot e not hi ng down about what action he took. (Wl fgang
11/21/01, p. 93).

37. Wbl fgang discussed the conplaints with Jones. The
actions he took were at the suggestion of Mck Jones. (Wl fgang
11/21/01, p. 95). There was no discipline of Kevin Wbster and
nothing was put in his file. (Wlfgang 11/21/01, p. 94). Jones
heard Pl aintiff was conpl ai ni ng about clowning around in the shop
from Wl fgang. He did nothing about that. (Jones 11/26/01, p.
13).

38. To Harry Schm dt’s know edge, Wl fgang went to the
pl ant fl oor and questioned people relative to Plaintiff’s
conplaints and instructed themto stop. It stopped for a while
and then started again. Harry Schm dt does not know what el se
coul d be expected to be done other than that. (Harry Schm dt
11/ 26/ 01, p. 47).

39. On the Friday before Plaintiff’s term nation the
Plaintiff and a Ms. Kroliczak got into a | oud obscene shouting
mat ch on the enpl oyees parking lot. Ms. Kroliczak believed that

the Plaintiff and her husband were engaged in an illicit affair.



Plaintiff continued to use |oud vul gar | anguage inside the plant.
(Joseph Kroliczak 11/27/01, p. 157).

40. Plaintiff was asked to sign a change of career paper.
She refused. (Hare 11/20/01, p. 81). There was nothing filled
inon Plaintiff’s term nation papers as to the reason for her
termnation - Plaintiff’s Exhibit 4. Wl fgang escorted Plaintiff
out of the building. She was upset by the fact that she had to
| eave. (Wolfgang 11/21/01, p. 132-133).

41. There were no reasons in Plaintiff’s performance
reviews to lead to her term nation

42. The conpany retaliated in part against Plaintiff for
her conpl aints of harassnent.

43. After her termnation, Plaintiff could not afford COBRA
or therapy. After leaving H&R, Plaintiff was arrested for DU
(Hare 11/20/01, p. 82-83).

44, Plaintiff made two suicide attenpts. |In January, 2000,
she cut her wists, and in Cctober, 2000, she overdosed on pills.
(Jennings 11/26/01, p. 85).

45, Plaintiff was admtted to Doyl estown Hospital through
the Crisis Center from Cctober 26 through Novenber 7, 2000, where
she was di agnosed with al cohol abuse, gastroesophageal refl ux
di sease, and mmj or depression. (Jennings 11/26/01, p. 81).

46. Tests were admi nistered that indicated Plaintiff has

average intelligence and suffers from depression with agitation
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whi ch neans that Plaintiff is both angry and depressed.
(Jennings 11/26/01, p. 88).

47. O her stressors in Plaintiff’s life included the death
of a grandfather and a co-worker and a split up with a boyfriend
that she had had problens with. (Jennings 11/26/01, p. 89).

48. Plaintiff’s psychol ogist, Dr. Jennings, testified that
the primary diagnosis of Plaintiff’s condition was maj or
depression with a secondary di agnosis of drug and al cohol abuse
by history. Dr. Jennings’ opinion was that prognosis is fair if
Plaintiff can be involved with treatnent. (Jennings 11/26/01, p.
90) .

49. Dr. Jennings also testified that with 3 to 6 nonths
treatnment, Plaintiff would be able to return to a non-nmachi ne
job. (Jennings 11/26/01, p. 105).

50. Plaintiff worked for Summt Machine as a machi ne
operator from March, 2000 to August, 2000. (Catherman 11/27/01,
p. 76).

51. In June, 2000, at Plaintiff’s request, she changed her
job at Summt Machine froma machine operator to work in the
office at no decrease in pay. (Catherman 11/27/01, p. 76).

52. I n Septenber, 2000, Plaintiff quit her job at Summt
Machi ne because she was angry with her enpl oyer because the
enpl oyer had advertised for an additional office enployee.

(Cat herman 11/27/02, p. 77).
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53. I n Decenber, 2000, Plaintiff was offered a full-tine
position at Summt Machine, but agreed to work part-tinme because
she was unable to work full-tinme. (Catherman 11/27/01, p. 80).

54. Later, Plaintiff agreed to work full-tinme at Summt
Machi ne, but never showed up as she prom sed to do. (Cathernman
11/ 27/ 01, p. 82).

55. Summt Machi ne had a nedical benefits programfor
enpl oyees. (Catherman 11/27/01, p. 84).

56. Plaintiff’s position at Sunmt Machi ne woul d have been
a permanent position. (Catherman 11/27/01, p. 84).

57. Wen Plaintiff was interviewed by Dr. Getzow in
Oct ober, 2000, she tal ked about the difficulties she encountered
in her last 8 years. She nentioned an abusive relationship with
her boyfriend, difficulties with her nother, but did not nake any
reference to sexual harassnent in the work place. (Rom rowsky

11/27/01, p. 13).

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

Title VI

Def endant H&R I ndustries, Inc. (“H&R’) violated Title VII by
discrimnating against Plaintiff, Priscilla Hare (“Hare”) based
on her sex (fenale).

A Hostil e Work Envi r onnent

1. Title VII of the Gvil Rights Act of 1964 makes it
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“an unl awful enpl oynent practice for an enployer . . . to

di scri m nate agai nst anyone with respect to his conpensati on,
terms, conditions of privileges of enploynent because of such
individual’s . . . sex . . .” 42 U S . C. 8§ 2000e-2(a)(1l) (1994).
H&R, an enpl oyer subject to the prohibitions of Title VII,
clearly discrimnated against Hare with respect to the terns and
condi ti ons of her enploynent because of her sex (female).

2. The creation, existence and tol erance of a
sexual ly hostile work environnent is a recogni zed form of sex

discrimnation in violation of Title VII. Harris v. Forklift

Systens Inc., 510 U. S. 17, 21 (1993)(citing Meritor Savings Bank,

FSB v. Vinson, 477 U S. 57 (1986)). Title VII was viol ated

because Hare’'s wor kpl ace was perneated with discrimnation,
ridicule, and insult that was sufficient to alter the conditions
of Hare’'s enpl oynent.

3. To prove a hostile work environnent, the Plaintiff
must show (1) she suffered intentional discrimnation because of
her sex; (2) the discrimnation was pervasive and regul ar; (3)
the discrimnation detrinentally affected the Plaintiff; (4) the
discrimnation would detrinentally affect a reasonabl e person of
the sanme sex in that position; (5) the existence of respondeat

superior liability. Andrews v. City of Philadel phia, 895 F.2d

1469, 1483 (3d Cir. 1990). Hare has satisfied her burden, by a

pr eponder ance of evidence, that she was subject to a hostile work
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environment. She suffered intentional discrimnation because of
her sex; the discrimnation was pervasi ve and regul ar; the
discrimnation detrinentally affected her; the discrimnation
suffered by Plaintiff would detrinentally affect a reasonabl e
person of the sane sex in that position; and she has shown the
exi stence of respondeat superior liability. Hare regularly
experienced harassnent at work and in various forns. She was
touched i nappropriately, called inappropriate nanmes, subject to
runors about her sexual activities, subject to sexually

i nappropriate i nages at work and had various pranks played on
her.

4. Respondeat superior liability exists in connection
with a hostile environnment sexual harassnent if either: (1) the
tort is commtted within the scope of enploynent (i.e., the
harasser has actual authority over the victim by virtue of his
j ob description; (2) the enployer was negligent or reckless in
failing to train, discipline, fire or take renedial action upon
noti ce of harassnent; or (3) the offender relied upon apparent
authority or was aided in conm ssion of the tort by the agency
relationship. Thus, if the enployer knew or shoul d have known of
the harassnent and failed to take pronpt renedial action, it is

|iable under Title VII. Bonenberger v. Plynouth Township, 132

F.3d 20, 26 (3d Gir. 1997) (citations onmtted). Hare was

harassed by Dave Wl fgang, her imedi ate supervisor, and M ck
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Jones, the Ceneral Manager. She al so experienced harassnent from
vari ous co-wrkers. H&R utterly failed to take renedial action
when Hare conpl ai ned about the various harassnent she was
experi enci ng.

5. In addition to respondeat superior liability,
Defendant is directly liable for the hostile work environnent at
H&R. When t he enpl oyer knew or shoul d have known of the hostile
wor k environnent because the harassnent was open and obvi ous, the
enployer is directly liable when the enployer fails to take

remedi al action. Jones v. Flagship Int'l., 479 U S. 1065 (1987).

Hare conpl ai ned several tinmes to her supervisor and others and
the harassnent Hare had to endure was open and obvi ous. Several
co-workers, including her supervisor, engaged in harassing
behavi or towards Hare on a regul ar basis during her enploynent at
H&R. Furthernore, H&R did not attenpt to renedy the situation.
Since H&R took no action to end the sexual harassnment, it is

responsible for the condition it caused. Carter v. Chrysler, 173

F.3d 693 (8th Gir. 1999).

B. Retal i ati on

H&R is also liable under Title VII because it retaliated, in
part, against Hare for conpl ai ni ng about the sexual harassnent.
1. Title VII prohibits enployers fromengaging in
retaliatory conduct by discrimnating agai nst an enpl oyee who

opposes unl awf ul enpl oynent practice under Title VII. See 8§
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2000e-3(a). Hare conplained many tines about the harassnent she
experienced to various H&R supervisors and co-workers. Instead
of renedying the situation, she was subject to nore harassnent
and nane calling. H&R eventually fired Hare.

1. Intentional Infliction of Enotional Distress

H&R is liable to Hare for Intentional Infliction of
Enotional D stress.

A.  An enpl oyer, who by extrenme and outrageous conduct,
either intentionally or recklessly causes enotional distress,
including bodily harm is guilty of Intentional Infliction of

Enotional Distress. Hoy v. Anenpne, 720 A 2d 745, 753-55 (Pa.

1998).

B. Not all sexual discrimnation rises to the |evel of
extrenme and outrageous conduct sufficient to prove Intentional
Infliction of Enpotional Distress. Only cases of extrene
abhorrent conduct by the enployer do. The fact of retaliation by
the enpl oyer is a weighty, although non-mandatory, factor in
finding extrenme and outrageous conduct. |d. H&R s conduct in
this matter was extrene and outrageous. Not only did her
supervi sors acqui esce in the harassnent, they were directly
responsi ble for nmuch of the harassnent. Furthernore, not only
did H&R all ow t his at nosphere of on-going and extrene hostile
wor k environment continue to exist, it actually encouraged it.

For exanple, instead of renedying the situation, Hare's
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supervisor told Hare to “give back.”

C. Hare suffered enotional distress, in part, as a result

of H&R s conduct. Hare tried to commt suicide and was admtted

to the hospital. One of the diagnosis was depression.

DAMAGES

Under the Gvil Rights Act of 1991, the conplaining party

may recover conpensatory and punitive danmages. Plaintiff is also

entitled to conpensatory and punitive danages under the tort of

Intentional Infliction of Enotional Distress.

1. Conpensat ory Danmages

8§ 706(g) (1) of Title VIl provides:

if the court finds that the respondent has
intentionally engaged in or is intentionally engagi ng
in an unl awful enploynment practice charged in the
conplaint, the court may enjoin the respondent from
engagi ng i n such unl awful enploynent practice, and
order such affirmative action as may be appropri ate,
whi ch may include, but is not limted to,
reinstatenment or hiring of enployees, with or wthout
back pay (payable by the enpl oyer, enploynent agency,
or | abor organi zation, as the case may be,
responsi bl e for the unl awful enploynent practice), or
any other equitable relief as the court deens
appropriate. Back pay liability shall not accrue from
a date nore than two years prior to the filing of a
charge with the Conm ssion. Interimearnings or
anounts earnable with reasonable diligence by the
person or persons discrimnated against shall operate
to reduce the back pay otherw se all owabl e.

2. Puni ti ve Danmnges

Under the Gvil Rights Act of 1991, 42 U S.C. § 198la(b)(1),

puni tive damages are avail abl e when the enpl oyer engages in

intentional discrimnation and has done so with malice or with
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reckless indifference to the plaintiff’s federally-protected
rights. An enployer nust at |east discrimnate in the face of a
perceived risk that its actions will violate federal |law to be

liable in punitive damages. Kolstad v. ADA, 527 U. S. 526, 536

(1999).

H&R was cl early engaged in intentional discrimnation and
has done so with malice or with reckless indifference to Hare’'s
federally-protected rights. None of the supervisors nor the
enpl oyees at H&R received training on sexual harassnent. H&R' s
only attenpt at addressing issues of sexual harassnent at the
wor kpl ace is the insertion of 4 broad statenents in H&R' s policy
manual . Moreover, as stated previously, H&R s supervisors were
directly responsible for the creation and continuati on of the
hostile environnment and utterly failed to renedy the situation

when Hare conpl ai ned of being subject to harassnent.

Punitive damages shoul d be reasonable in their anpunt and
rational in light of their purpose to punish what has occurred

and to deter its repetition. BMWof North Anerica, Inc. v. Core,

517 U. S. 559 (1996). Considering that Defendant’s gross profit
for the year 2000 was $700, 000, punitive danages in the anount of
$50, 000 i s reasonabl e and should suffice to punish H&R for its
abhorrent conduct in this matter and hopefully deter it from

future m sconduct.
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DANVAGES!
COVPENSATORY DAMAGES

Back Pay

Cct ober 18, 1999 to March 6, 2000,
Plaintiff was unenpl oyed at a
| oss of $445.31 per week for 20 weeks $8, 906. 20

Septenber 9, 2000 to Decenber 16, 2000
Plaintiff was unenpl oyed for 14 weeks
at $441.31 6,178. 34

Front Pay

Plaintiff had agreed for full tine

enpl oynment at Sunmit Machi ne Co. at

equal pay as she had earned with H&R

| ndustries, Inc. which included nedical

i nsurance. Summt Machine Co. was aware

of Plaintiff’s enploynent problens at the

tinme they nmade the offer. She did not

show up for work as she had prom sed to do so. 0

Medi cal Expenses

Doyl est own Hospi t al 7,763. 83

Fut ure Medi cal Treat nent
2 tinmes per week for 52 visits

@ $55. 00 per visit 2, 860. 00
TOTAL COVPENSATORY DAMAGES $25, 708. 37
PUNI Tl VE DAMAGES $50, 000. 00
'!nly the Plaintiff submitted proposed findings on damages.

The Defendant submitted no proposed findings on danages, nor did
it file any objections to Plaintiff’s proposed fi ndings.
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I N THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

PRI SCI LLA HARE : ClVIL ACTI ON
V.
H&R | NDUSTRI ES, | NC. : NO. 00- CV-4533
ORDER
AND NOW this day of March, 2002, in consideration

of the foregoing Findings of Fact and Concl usi ons of Law, and

cal cul ati ons on damages, it is ORDERED that judgnent is entered
in favor of Plaintiff, Priscilla Hare, and agai nst Defendant, H&R
| ndustries, Inc., in the amount of $25, 708. 37 pl us prejudgnent

i nterest on the back pay and $50, 000. 00 for punitive danmages.

BY THE COURT:

JAMES MG RR KELLY, J.
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