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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

The Vermont Fair Employment Practices Act (FEPA), 21 V.S.A. § 495(a)(1),

makes it unlawful for an employer to discriminate against any individual because of

race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, gender

identity, place of birth, crime victim status, or age or against a qualified individual

with a disability. Petitioner, having failed to establish a claim of race

discrimination, disability discrimination, or retaliation under the FEPA before the

Vermont Supreme Court, now asks this Court to opine on matters of well-

established law, matters inextricably fact-bound to the proceedings below, and

matters raised for the first time in Petitioner's petition.

Respondent respectfully submits that the only question presented in this

matter is:

Whether the Court should grant certiorari to review the Vermont Supreme

Court's decision entering judgment in Respondent's favor, where there is no

compelling reason to review Petitioner's claim, no important federal question is at

issue, no conflict between state and federal law, and where Petitioner seeks to

relitigate the facts and issues presented below.



Ill

LIST OF PARTIES

The parties to this matter are the University of Vermont Medical Center

(Respondent) and Zephryn Hammond (Petitioner), who appears in Vermont

Superior Court proceedings below as Stephanie Hammond. By Motion dated

October 14, 2022, Petitioner notified the Vermont Supreme Court that Petitioner's

name had been legally changed to Zephryn Hammond.



IV

RULE 29.6 CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 29.6, Respondent University of Vermont

Medical Center is a wholly owned subsidiary of The University of Vermont Health

Network Inc. and there is no publicly held corporation that owns 10% or more of its

stock.



V

TABLE OF CONTENTS

QUESTIONS PRESENTED ii

LIST OF PARTIES iii

RULE 29.6 CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS v

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES vi

OPINIONS BELOW 1

STATUTES INVOLVED 1

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 2

REASONS FOR DENYING THE PETITION 6

I. Petitioner has Failed to Comply with Supreme Court Rule 14.5 6
II. This Case Presents No Issue Worthy of Review by the Court 6
A. Petitioner's Petition Seeks Advisory Opinions on Well-Settled

Matters of Law 7

B. No Federal Question Was Raised Below 8
C. The Decisions Below Rest on Adequate and Independent State

Grounds 10

III. Petitioner has Failed to Demonstrate any Error in the Proceedings
Below Which Would Merit Certiorari Review 11

CONCLUSION 13

APPENDIX: Petitioner's Complaint, Vermont Superior Court (October
2019) 1-A



VI

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Cases

Alabama State Federation of Labor v. McAdory, 325 U.S. 450, 461 (1945) 5

Cardinale v. Louisiana, 894 U.S. 437, 438 (1969) 10

Conway v. California Adult Authority, 396 U.S. 107 (1969) 6

Flast V. Cohen, 392 U.S. 83 (1968) 5

Galveston Causeway Const Co v. Galveston, H & S a R Co, 262 U.S. 747 (1923) 4

Howell V. Mississippi, 543 U.S. 440 (2005) 7

McGoldrick v. Compagnie Generate Transatlantique, 309 U.S. 430 (1940) 10

Princeton University v. Schmid, 455 U.S. 100 (1982) 6

Simmerman v. State 116 U.S. 546 (1885) 7

State of Montana v. Rice, 204 U.S. 291 (1907) 7

Tiger v. Lozier, 275 U.S. 566 (1927) 4

Webb V, Webb, 451 U.S. 493 (1981) 7

Statutes

21 V.S.A. § 495(a)(1) 6

28 U.S.C. § 1257 10

Other Authorities

Ann Althouse, How to Build a Separate Sphere: Federal Courts and State Power,
100 Harv. L. Rev. 1485, 1492 (1987) 5

Chief Justice Rehnquist, The Supreme Court - How It Was, How It Is (1987) ....4



Vll

Rules

U.S. Sup. Ct. R. 14.5 4

U.S. Sup. Ct. R. 10 6



1

OPINIONS BELOW

The Vermont Supreme Court's decision affirming summary judgment for

Respondent can be found at Hammond v. Univ. of Vermont Med. Ctr., 2023 VT 31

(2023). The unpublished decision of the Vermont Superior Court granting summary

judgment in Respondent's favor can be found at Hammond v. Univ. of Vermont Med.

Ctr., No. 945-10-19 Cncv, 2022 WL 20508407 (Vt. Super. June 28, 2022).

STATUTES INVOLVED

The only statute cited in Petitioner's complaint, and therefore considered and

ruled on in proceedings below, is 21 V.S.A. Chapter 5.^ Notwithstanding the

foregoing, Petitioner cites to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the

Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Civil Rights Act of 1991, the 7th and 14th

Amendments of the U.S. Constitution, the Constitution of the State of Vermont, and

various Vermont statutes, as the bases for statutory authority for this matter.

These authorities are cited for the first time in Petitioner's petition.

1 21 V.S.A. Chapter 5 contains the Vermont Fair Employment Practices Act, which is found at 21
V.S.A. § 495(a)(1).



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

1. Factual Background. Petitioner is African American, with a history of

health issues, including Crohn's disease. Prior to 2019, Petitioner was employed as

a senior histotechnologist at the University of Vermont Medical Center ("UVMMC"),

where Petitioner was responsible for processing tissue samples and medical

specimens. Petitioner's duties specifically included ensuring that lab samples were

timely processed, in accordance with the lab's processing protocols for each type of

specimen.

During Petitioner's employment with UVMMC, Petitioner's performance

ratings were, overall, generally positive. However, as early as 2008, Petitioner's

supervisor noted concerns about Petitioner's ability to communicate in a

professional manner with colleagues, as well as Petitioner's abihty to accept

constructive feedback fi:om others. In Petitioner's written self-assessments.

Petitioner also acknowledged some of these short-comings, including having trouble

with co-workers and displaying an attitude that "could be a bit better." Pet. App. D.

1.

In 2017, a new supervisor joined Petitioner's work group. This supervisor

observed, and began documenting, the same general performance issues Petitioner's

prior supervisor had previously observed. For instance, in June 2018, Petitioner

received a verbal warning, memoriahzed in writing, noting Petitioner's need to

maintain professionaHsm when interacting with colleagues, and emphasizing the

need to let colleagues know if Petitioner had to leave the work area or was unable to

complete a task. This was a requirement, despite the fact that Petitioner had



received an accommodation allowing Petitioner to take bathroom breaks, in order to

avoid any confusion concerning which stage of the processing protocol Petitioner's

lab samples were in. Accurate and timely processing of lab work is essential to

patient care.

In November of 2018, in response to continuing issues regarding Petitioner's

absences from the work area, Petitioner's supervisor again warned Petitioner about

leaving the work area without first informing colleagues and about the importance

of interacting with colleagues in a professional manner. In addition, the warning

stated that Petitioner frequently denied responsibihty for errors that were clearly

Petitioner's and that Petitioner did not exhibit proper concern about patient care.

This warning was contained in a written "letter of understanding," which is the

second step in UVMMC's corrective action process. Pet. App. C. 4.

Following the November 2018 warning, in or about January of 2019,

Petitioner met in succession with two different human resources officers to further

discuss the corrective action Petitioner had received, and Petitioner's relationship

with a lead histologist in the lab with whom Petitioner—and others—^had had a

history of personality conflicts. The first human resources officer Petitioner met

with summarized the meeting in writing and sent it to Petitioner. The summary

did not contain any allegation that Petitioner had reported discrimination based on

race or medical condition. Petitioner did not provide any objection or feedback on

the summary. Diuring the meeting with the second human resources officer,

Petitioner repeated claims of conflict with the lead histologist, who was Petitioner's



co-worker and not a supervisor, and claimed the lead histologist did not like

Petitioner because their prior supervisor had always favored Petitioner. Petitioner

also mentioned that several years before, Petitioner had asked a different co-worker

(who later was promoted to supervisor) whether the lead histologist, "might be a

racist." Pet. App. C. 5. UVMMC human resources investigated the complaint and

found Petitioner's claims of being targeted or discriminated against by the co-

worker to be unsubstantiated. The human resource officer invited Petitioner to

send any additional documentation for review. Petitioner did not do so.

In February 2019, Petitioner received a final written warning concerning

Petitioner's ongoing performance issues, including Petitioner's refusal to take

responsibility for mistakes, failure to follow directions and established processes,

and refusal to acknowledge potential patient harm. Petitioner appealed the final

written warning to Petitioner's supervisor and the supervisor's supervisor. Both

supervisors upheld the warning.

Less than a month after receiving the final warning. Petitioner failed to

notice an urgent bone marrow biopsy that required Petitioner's attention, and

which Petitioner was responsible for processing; a week later. Petitioner failed to

appear at work without first receiving supervisory approval. Petitioner did not

dispute the missed biopsy or failing to report to work, although Petitioner claimed

without supporting evidence that Petitioner "had the option," but was not required,

to report to work on that day. Pet. App. C. 6.



Following the exhaustion of UVMMC's progressive discipline process in

which UVMMC consistently identified a pattern of performance deficiencies

implicating patient safety, UVMMC terminated Petitioner's employment on April 3,

2019.

2. Proceedings Below. Petitioner filed a complaint in Vermont Superior Court

on October 28, 2019, alleging discrimination based on race, disabihty, and

retaliation, in violation of 21 V.S.A. Chapter 5. Respondent filed a Motion for

Summary Judgment, which was granted.

Petitioner appealed to the Vermont Supreme Court on July 27, 2022, and

shortly thereafter, on August 11, 2022, Petitioner's attorney withdrew as counsel.

Oral arguments were heard before the Vermont Supreme Court on February 21,

2023. Despite Petitioner's claims that UVMMC had its facts wrong, and that its

investigation was inadequate, based on the foregoing facts, the Vermont Supreme

Court determined Petitioner had failed to provide evidence from which a jury could

conclude that Petitioner's termination was motivated by race, disability, or

retaliation. Further, the Vermont Supreme Court determined that the progressive

discipline issued to Petitioner was consistent with UVMMC's stated reasons for

firing Petitioner and Petitioner failed to demonstrate any other facts from which a

jury could reasonably infer that the stated reasons were pre textual.

On June 2, 2023, the Vermont Supreme Court affirmed the trial court's grant

of summary judgment. Petitioner filed a motion for rehearing, which was denied on

July 17, 2023. Petitioner filed a petition for a writ of certiorari on October 4, 2023.



REASONS FOR DENYING THE PETITION

I. Petitioner has Failed to Comply with Supreme Court Rule 14.4

Pursuant to U.S. Sup. Ct. R. 14.4, "[t]he failure of a petitioner to present with

accuracy, brevity, and clarity whatever is essential to a ready and adequate

understanding of the points requiring consideration is a sufficient reason for the

Court to deny a petition."

Here, Petitioner's submission to the Court presents a series of philosophical

questions followed by a lengthy recitation of Petitioner's version of the facts below.

Petitioner fails to clearly frame any questions of sufficient import for the Court's

consideration, and fails to set forth any unresolved question of law appropriate for

the Court's review. On this basis alone. Petitioner's petition should be denied. See,

e.g., Galveston Causeway Constr. Co v. Galveston, H & S a R Co, 262 U.S. 747

(1923); Tiger v. Lozier, 275 U.S. 566 (1927).

II. This Case Presents No Issue Worthy of Review by the Court

Review on a writ of certiorari is not a matter of right, but of judicial

discretion. U.S. Sup. Ct. R. 10. Not every case presented to the Court will merit

judicial review, but generally, only those cases where there is a split among the

circuits on an important issue, where an important federal question is raised, or

where a state or appellate court has issued a decision that conflicts with governing

Supreme Court precedent. Id. Such cases generally contain "unsettled questions of

federal constitutional or statutory law of general interest." CHIEF JUSTICE

Rehnquist, The Supreme Court - How It Was, How It Is at 269 (1987). In short,



"[a] petition for a writ of certiorari will be granted only for compelling reasons."

U.S. Sup. Ct. R. 10.

As set forth more fully below, the instant petition presents no compelling

reasons for granting certiorari, and meets none of the aforementioned criteria. It

does not identify an unsettled issue of law, a conflict between state and federal law,

a conflict among the circuits, or an important federal question. Therefore, the

petition should be denied.

A. Petitioner's Petition Seeks Advisory Opinions on Well-
Settled Matters of Law

In Petitioner's "Questions Presented," Petitioner poses a number of

philosophical questions, hypotheticals, and questions posed in the abstract for the

Court's review. However, it has long been the Court's "considered practice not to

decide abstract, hypothetical or contingent questions." Alabama State Fed'n of

Labor v. McAdory, 325 U.S. 450, 461 (1945); Flast v. Cohen, 392 U.S. 83, 95-97

(1968) ("[T]he oldest and most consistent thread in the federal law of justiciability is

that the federal courts will not give advisory opinions.") (citation omitted). See also,

Ann Althouse, How to Build a Separate Sphere: Federal Courts and State Power,

ICQ Harv. L. Rev. 1485, 1492 (1987) (noting that the Court "is in the business of

deciding cases and emphatically not in the business of emitting free-floating legal

advice.").

However, even construing Petitioner's questions to present legitimate

questions of law, the issues Petitioner raises do not require resolution; they are

largely well-settled matters of jurisprudence on which the Court has already ruled.
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That is, liberally construed, Petitioner has asked: is an employer legally obligated to

address and/or redress claims of discrimination in the workplace; what constitutes a

protected class; what is required to meet the evidentiary burdens of proof under the

McDonnell Douglas analysis; when should a claim be viewed under a continuing

violation theory; when is a litigant entitled to a trial by jury; what is the standard

for peijury; and what is the standard for finding, and the remedy for addressing,

claims of ineffective counsel?

These are not new questions, and are not questions that require this Court's

attention and review. See, e.g., Princeton Univ. v. Schmid, 455 U.S. 100, 102 (1982)

("We do not sit to decide hypothetical issues or to give advisory opinions about

issues as to which there are not adverse parties before us."); Conway v. California

Adult Auth., 396 U.S. 107, 110 (1969) ("Were we to pass upon the purely artificial

and h5q)othetical issue tendered by the petition for certiorari we would not only in

effect be rendering an advisory opinion but also lending ourselves to an

unjustifiable intrusion upon the time of this Court."). On this basis, too. Petitioner's

petition should be denied.

B. No Federal Question Was Raised Below

Petitioner's petition contains numerous citations to the Constitution and

other sources of federal law. However, only one source of authority was cited to in

Petitioner's initial complaint: 21 V.S.A. Chapter 5. Resp. App. A. Indeed, a review

of Petitioner's complaint reveals no references to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of

1964, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Civil Rights Act of 1991, or the 7^^ or 14^^

Amendments of the U.S. Constitution. It is not surprising, then, that the lower



courts in this matter rendered judgment based only on the application of 21 V.S.A.

Chapter 5, and not on any of the federal authorities cited in Petitioner's petition.^

Where a federal question is raised for the first time in a petition for writ of

certiorari, and it does not appear that any federal question was presented for

consideration, or relied on, in the state court below, the Court will generally decline

to consider the question on review. See State of Montana v. Rice, 204 U.S. 291

(1907); Simmerman v. State 116 U.S. 54 (1885); Howell v. Mississippi, 543 U.S. 440

(2005) (declining to entertain federal question that was not first "properly presented

to a state court.").

Here, Petitioner raises federal issues that were not properly raised in state

proceedings below, and should not now be considered. In addition to allowing

Petitioner to effectively circumvent Title VTFs administrative exhaustion

requirements, entertaining Petitioner's federal claims for the first time at this

juncture would violate principles of comity, by disturbing the finality of a state

judgment on federal grounds that the state courts did not have occasion to consider.

See Webb v. Webb, 451 U.S. 493, 499 (1981). On this basis, too. Petitioner's petition

should be denied.

2 Petitioner could have easily pursued the claims raised in Petitioner's complaint under federal law,
but in order to do so, Petitioner would have had to first exhaust administrative remedies under 42
U.S.C. § 2000e-5. Petitioner declined to do so, instead bypassing these procedures and proceeding
directly to state court, on state law claims.
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C. The Decisions Below Rest on Adequate and Independent State
Grounds

It is well-settled that where a state court decision "appears to rest primarily

on federal law, or to be interwoven with the federal law, and when the adequacy

and independence of any possible state law ground is not clear from the face of the

opinion," the Court may exercise its jurisdiction to grant certiorari under 28 U.S.C.

§ 1257.3 Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. 1032, 1037-1044 (1983). However, the Court

will not review judgments of state courts that rest on adequate and independent

state grounds. See Murdock v. City of Memphis, 87 U.S. 590, 632 (1874); Herb v.

Pitcairn, 324 U.S. 117, 125-26 (1945) ("Our only power over state judgments is to

correct them to the extent that they incorrectly adjudge federal rights. And our

power is to correct wrong judgments, not to revise opinions.").

Here, the decisions of the courts below were decided exclusively on state law

grounds under the provisions of 21 V.S.A. Chapter 5, and not under any provision of

federal law. While the Vermont Supreme Court notes that the "standards and

burdens of proof under FEPA are the same as Title Vll, the two laws, on their face,

are not the same. To the contrary, a plain reading of FEPA reveals that the

protected bases under FEPA are broader than those enumerated under Title VII.

Moreover, a state's reliance on federal provisions for the purpose of guidance.

3 28 U.S.C. § 1257(a). Final judgments or decrees rendered by the highest court of a State in which a
decision coxild be had, may be reviewed by the Supreme Court by writ of certiorari where the vahdity
of a treaty or statute of the United States is drawn in question or where the vaUdity of a statute of
any State is drawn in question on the ground of its being repugnant to the Constitution, treaties, or
laws of the United States, or where any title, right, privilege, or immunity is specially set up or
claimed under the Constitution or the treaties or statutes of, or any commission held or authority
exercised under, the United States.
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without more, is insufficient to transform a matter of state law into a matter of

federal law. See Michigan v. Long, 463 U.S. at 1041.

III. Petitioner has Failed to Demonstrate any Error in the
Proceedings Below Which Would Merit Certiorari Review

In the proceedings below, both the Vermont Superior Court and the Vermont

Supreme Court found that the record as a whole presented no genuine issues of fact,

and that Respondent was entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Specifically, both

courts below found that no reasonable trier of fact could find that Petitioner had

been subjected to discrimination based on race, disability, or retaliation in violation

of 21 V.S.A. § 495(a)(1). Moreover, the Vermont Supreme Court, in a thorough de

nova review of the evidence presented, correctly affirmed the trial court's findings

that Petitioner was not terminated for reasons based on race, or disability, or

retaliation, but rather, for longstanding, critical deficiencies in Petitioner's

performance, which threatened to put patient care at risk.

Petitioner advances no arguments sufficient to demonstrate a basis for

disturbing these findings. Rather, Petitioner points to purported errors of fact,

attempts to introduce news facts, and generally asserts that the courts below

improperly apphed the law. Additionally, UVMMC notes, pursuant to U.S. Sup. Ct.

R. 15.2, that the Petition contains many significant misrepresentations of fact. For

example, much of the Petition is based upon an allegation that, as early as June 5,

2018, Petitioner made a "race based complaint" about a co-worker. See, e.g. Pet. at

5, 10, 30-31. Contrary to such an assertion, and, as the trial court noted, the

evidence "does not bear .. out" that Plaintiff made a race-based complaint in early
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June 2018. Pet. App. D. 6, 13. Instead, the record shows, at most, that around that

time Petitioner may have made generalized complaints that a co-worker was

treating Petitioner poorly because the prior supervisor had always favored

Petitioner. This is just one of numerous examples where Petitioner significantly

mischaracterizes the evidence and makes assertions without any support in the

record. Respondent respectfully submits that these are not worthy bases for

granting certiorari. See U.S. Sup. Ct. R. 10. ("A petition for a writ of certiorari is

rarely granted when the asserted error consists of erroneous factual findings or the

misapplication of a properly stated rule of law.").

Neither should the Court consider issues and authorities that have been

raised for the first time in Petitioner's petition, including Petitioner's invocations of

various federal Constitutional and statutory provisions and Petitioners generalized

complaints about Petitioner's prior legal representative. First, the Court has

consistently refused to decide federal constitutional issues raised for the first time

on review of state court decisions. Cardinale v. Louisiana, 394 U.S. 437, 438 (1969);

McGoldrick v. Compagnie Generate Transatlantique, 309 U.S. 430, 434 (1940) ("But

it is also the settled practice of this Court, in the exercise of its appellate

jurisdiction, that it is only in exceptional cases, and then only in cases coming from

the federal courts, that it considers questions urged by a petitioner or appellant not

pressed or passed upon in the courts below."). Moreover, Petitioner's counsel

withdrew fi*om representation prior to Petitioner's appeal to the Vermont Supreme
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Court; any issues Petitioner desired to raise with respect to Petitioner's counsel or

representation could have been—but were not—raised at that juncture.

In sum, the Vermont Supreme Court properly affirmed the Vermont Superior

Court's finding that Petitioner could not establish any of Petitioner's claims of

discrimination based on race, disability, or retaliation, and that Respondent was

entitled to judgment as a matter of law. On this basis, too. Respondent respectfully

submits that the Court should decline to exercise review in this matter.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Petition for Writ of Certiorari should be

denied.

November 8, 2023 Respectfully submitted,

ELIZABETH K. RATTIGAN

Counsel ofRecord
P.O.Box 190

199 Main Street

Burlington, VT 05402-0190
802-863-2375

erattigan@drm.com
Attorney for Respondent
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STATE OF VERMONT 

SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL DIVISION 
CHITFENDEN UNIT DOCKET NO. 945-10-19 Cncv 

STEPHANIE H.AMMOND, 

PLAINTIFF 

v . 

THE UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT MEDICAL CENTER, 

DEFENDANT 

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> 

SUMMONS 

TO: THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT, 

You are hereby summoned and required to serve upon Norman E. Watts; Esq., plaintiffs 
attorney, whose address is 19 Central Street, PO Box 270, Woodstock, VT 05091-0270, and email 
address is infocift?wattslawvt.com, an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, 
within twenty (2o) days after service of this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If 
you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken against you for the relief demanded in the 
complaint. Your answer must also be filed with the court. Unless otherwise provided in Rule 13(a), 
your answer must state as a counterclaim any related claim which you may have against the 
plaintiff, or you will thereafter be barred froM making such claim in any other action. YOUR 
ANSWER MUST STATE SUCH A COUNTERCLAIM WHETHER OR NOT THE 
RELIEF DEMANDED IN THE COMPLAINT IS FOR DAMAGE COVERED BY A 
LIABILITY INSURANCE POLICY UNDER WHICH THE INSURER HAS THE RIGHT 
OR OBLIGATION TO CONDUCT THE DEFENSE. If you believe that the plaintiff is not 
entitled to all or part of the claim set forth in the complaint, or if you believe that you have a 
counterclaim against the plaintiff, you may wish to consult an attorney. If you feel that you cannot 
afford to pay an attorney's fee, you may ask the clerk of the court for information about places 
where you may seek legal assistance. 

Dated:  10/2:1/114
rtnan 

Served on: elf 
Date 

rs 

is S eri 

Watts Law Firm, P.C. PO 7o, Woodstock. VT 05091 
Phone (8o2) 457-1020, Fax (802) 432-1074, Email: info@wattslawvt.com 
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STATE OF VERMONT 

SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL DIVISION 
CHITTENDEN UNIT DOCKET NO. 941.10-19 Cncv 

STEPHANIE HAMMOND, 

PLAINTIFF, 

THE UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT MEDICAL CENTER, 

DEFENDANT 

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> 

COMP.TAINT AND JURY DEMAND 

PLAINTIFF brings this lawsuit against defendant, University of Vermont Medical 

Center as her former employer, for illegal discriminatory dismissal from employment and 

illegal retaliation for disability and racial discrimination. 

1. Plaintiff is a resident of Burlington City in Chittenden County, Vermont. 

2. Defendant University of Vermont Medical Center ("UVMMC") is a Vermont 

corporation located in Burlington, Chittenden County, Vermont. 

3. Plaintiff worked for defendant as a lab assistant from 2002 to 2003, and as a senior 

histologist in its Anatomic Pathology department from May 2003 until April 2019. 

4. A histologist is a professional who studies and works with the microscopic structure 

of tissue. 

5. Plaintiff became a histologist by earning a bachelor's degree in medical laboratory 

science from the University of Vermont and through a clinical internship. She also 

passed three national examinations. 

Watts Law Firm, P,C, PO Box 270, Woodstock, VT 05091 
Phone (802) 457-1020, Fax (802) 432.1071, i nfo@wattslawvLcorn 
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THB UNTV$R,sITY OF \rfiRMONT MEDICAI, CANTTIR,

NNF'NNNANT

Q0wyLA,IL{_I_:dM
PI"A.IN'I'I!'I-'brings this lawsuit against dofendant, University of Vermont Medical

Center as her former empioyer, for illegal discrirninatory clisnrissal from enployment ancl

illegal retaliation for disabiliby and racial discr.iminatinn.

r, Plajntiff is a resiclent of Bnrlington cify in chittenden counfy-, vermonr.

s. Defendan:t lJniversily of Vermont Medical Center ("{.fyMMC") is a Verm<lnt

corporation located in Bgrlington, Chittenden County, Vermont.

3. Plaintiff worketl for defendant as a lab a,ssistant trom 2oo2 to aoo3, and as a senior

histologist in its Anatomic Pathology department from May 2oog until April 201.9.

4, A histologist is a professional wha studies and works with the micrnscopic str.ticture

o{ tissue,

5, Plaintiff became a histologist by eatning a baclelor's degree in nreclical labor:atory

seience frorn the university of Vermont and through a clinical internship. She alscr

passed three national examinations.

hhtts Law Iirm, P,C, P0 Box p7ct, Woodstock, V,li o5o9r
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6. Plaintiffs duties included, inter alia, setting up and conducting 

immunohistochemistry arad special stains for microscopy, preparing cla em i cal 

solutions for products Or processes, following standardized formulas/recipes, and 

providing technical support or assistance to fellow co-workers, residents, and. 

pathologists. 

7. In her position, she gained experience with constant temperature water baths, cooling 

plates, desktop computers, email software, eyewash fountains, personal protective 

equipment, laboratory drying ovens, flasks, graduated cylinders, heating plates, 

scales, information management system LIMS, magnetic stirring bars, Microsoft 

PowerPoint, embedding and processing tissues, triage, microtomy, staining, and 

safety equipment. 

8. During most of her tenure with defendant, her supervisors' evaluations of her 

professional performance were positive and excellent. 

9. Plaintiff fully enjoyed her' work and the employees she worked with during her tenure, 

10. In 2017 defendant transferred a new manager as plaintiff's supervisor. 

11. Shortly thereafter, the new supervisor, Valerie Cortright, began harassing plaintiff 

with complaints about her performance. 

12. Ms. Cortright demonstrated favoritism towards three other employees in the same 

department, all of whom were leads. 

COUNT ONE: 
RACIAL DISCRIMINATION 

(VIOLATION OF VERMONT'S FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES ACT, 21 

V.S.A. CHAP'''. 5) 

13. Plaintiff incorporates the paragraphs 1-12 into this claim, 

14. The three favored employees were Caucasian, 

Watts Law Firm, P.C. PC.) Box 270, Woodstock, V.!' 03091 
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6. Jllaintiffs dr.rties iucluded, btt:er aliu., setting up and" c6nductirrg

in:rmunohistodrr:mistty anci spcnial stains fcrr rnicroscr:rpy, pr,cpar.irrg dlremicnl

srlltttion"s fbl prodrrcts ot' pr'ocesses, Ii:lkrwing standar:dize.d {blnn:rlas/recipes, anrl

proviciing 'Lechnical sr4:rpcirt or i.lssjstnirce to fr*llolv cc-r,orlrers, lesirle.nts, and.

patholol;ists.

7. Iir her pr:si1.ion, she gained experience with constant temperatur"s water bilths, cqoling

.plales, desktc4r cornputets, email soflware, ey"ewash ftruntains, persr:ni.ll protectivr:

equipmenl., iiibr.rratory dryrlrg ovelts) {lasks, gr.aduated cylinclers, heatin.g plates,

scales, informatio.n milnagsln*n{. str'stem LIMS, magnetic stirring bars, Micruxofl

Iror.l'erPoint, r,:nrl-red.ding, and pr:ocessing tissues, triagc, microtomy, staining, ancl

safety ectruipment,

f]. During rnost o{ hel' tenure with cleferrdant, her supervisors' evalualir:ns 6f hey

professional perfor:nance were positive and excellent,

I' Flaintitf tirlly enioyecl he.r'work and the employees she worhed with dgring her tenu::6,

io. ln zolT def'endant transferlecl a ne\,v nlanaser as plnintift's sr:perwisgl'.

ri. Shortlv theireafter, the new supe"rvisor', V:rlerie Cortri.ght, began harassing plaintiff

with complaints abr:ut her perfr:rrnance.

ta, Ms, Cortright demcrnstrated farror:itism tnwards three other employees in the salne

deparlment, ali o1-wlion were i.eads.

Q9IJNT oNnr
ITACIAL DISCRIM INAITION

y*S,A.,GIIAEI]. s)

13. Plaintill incorporates the paragraphs t- lz into this r,lairn,

14.'Ihe ilrrse fav*r'ed enrplo.ye$$ were Cauca*ian.
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15. Plaintiff was the only African-American person in the Histology Department. 

16. Ms, Cortright accused plaintiff of making mistakes in the processing of medical 

proced lr res. 

iy. 'Under Ms. Cortright, plaintiff's evaluations dropped from "excellent" to inferior even 

though plaintiff had not altered her performance or conduct in any way. 

18. Ms. Cortright's complaints about plaintiffs performance were false. 

19. Ms. Cortright demonstrated a strong negative attitude towards plaintiff and no other 

similarly-situated employees, 

2O,MS. Cortright even accused plaintiff of refusing to perform certain procedures in the 

department; the accusations were false. 

21. Ms. Cortright's strong negative attitude towards plaintiff manifested itself in bullying, 

targeting, intimidation, demeaning accusations and setting standards for failure. 

22. MS, Cortright's strong negative attitude impacted plaintiff heavily — undermining her 

confidence and her working relationship with co-workers, and causing extreme 

anxiety and depression for plaintiff. 

23. Ms. Cortright accused plaintiff of failing to follow a specific protocol in performing a 

procedure and instructed her to read all of the procedure manuals at home one day 

rather than work her regular shift. 

24, Ms. Cortright changed the procedural protocol — after she reprimanded plaintiff. 

25. Plaintiff had actually performed the procedure correctly. 

26. Ms. Cortright did not require any other similarly-situated employees to read all of the 

procedure manuals, nor did she reprimand plaintiffs three Caucasian co-workers 

about following procedures. 

Watts Law Firm, P.C. PO Box 270, Woodstock, VT 05091 
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15' plaintiff was the only Afi'ican-Atnelican per$fil in thel Ilisto.logy Depi:rtment,

16' Ms' Cortright acr:usecl plaintiff r:f rnaking nristake"s irr the plocessirrg of rneciical

proc.eiltrre,s,

r7' LJnder Ms. Coltr:ight, plaintiftls evaluaticurs clropperJ from "exce lle't,,t* inl,c'i'r erre.n

thougir plaintiff hacl nrlt altsrecl her pelformance ol c<"rrrduct in ilny lvay.

:rfl, Ms' cortright's cornplaints about plnintiff's perfbrmanee were false.

r9' Ms' Coltright dexnonstrated a slt'otrg nei;ative attitr.rcle tor.r,alds plnintifliancl n' other

sirnilar.ly-situated em pk:yecs.

zn.Ms' Coltright even a*cilsed plaintiff of lefi.rsing tc; perfonn r:edain 1:roceciures ip the

depaffnrentl the accusations w*re false.

al' Ms' Cortright's .stron8i negative attitucle tr:war:ci"s plaintiffl mar:rifested itse]f in b;rliying,

targeting, intirrridation, cinmeaning nccusations nncl setting stand*rds for failure.

B'e"Ms' Cortright's str*ng negative attitucle inrprieled plaintiff heavily * undermining her

confidence and her worlting relaticnship with c.o*wor.kers, ancl calsing extrcme

anxiety ancl depression for plaintif.t.

e3' Ms' Cortrigirt accused plaintiff of failing to fbllow a specificr plotocul in pe rf<urrd'g a

procedure atrd instructed her to re*d all of the ploceriure mani:als art home one iiay

farther than worl< lier regular shift.

a4' fuIs' Cortr:ight changed the procednlal preitr:col -. alier six* reprimandeci piair:tiit

ag' Plaintifrhad actualiy performecl the proceclule carrecily.

e6' Ms" Cortriglrt did not require any other sirnilarly-sitLratecl eniployees to lead all of the

procedure tnanuals, nor did she reprimand plaintitfs thr.ee Caucersian ccrworkers

ahont follou'ing proeeriu res.
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2.7. Ms. Cortright imposed tighter restrictions on plaintiff concerning her break times 

while not doing the same for other employees who ware Caucasian; the move was a 

departure from past practice. 

28.Ms. Cortright criticized plaintiff for reduced productivity because of too many 

bathroom breaks -- a false accusation. 

29. Defendant demoted plaintiff and denied her compensation increases during the same 

period — without justification. 

30. Defendant was aware of Ms. Cortright's attitude towards and treatment of plaintiff. 

31, Given the false and fabricated nature of Ms. Cortright's accusations against plaintiff, 

Ms. Cortright's only motivation for the strong negative attitude towards plaintiff was 

plaintiffs African-American race — not diminished performance or conduct. 

32. Ultimately, defendant dismissed plaintiff from her employment. 

33. Similarly-situated Caucasian employees who made mistakes in their work were not 

criticized or sanctioned. 

34. Defendant's conduct, in Ms. Cortright's actions, constituted illegal racial 

discrimination in violation of Vermont's Fair Employment Practices Act ("VFEPA," or 

"the Act"). 

35. Defendant's illegal raci€il discrimination caused plaintiff to lose her job and stall her 

career. 

36. Defendant's conduct also caused plaintiff to suffer severe anxiety, loss of confidence 

and significant monetary losses in the form of lost compensation and benefits. 

37. Plaintiff demands judgement against defendant for illegal racial discrimination in 

violation of the statute. 
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?-7' Mti. Ccx'tright itnposed tightcr r'ost::iclions or: plnintiff r:oncerning l:el J:reak timcx

. rvhjle r:ot ck-ling the same t:r othc.r' orni:lr-rvecs tvho were Claucas.ian; the morrc wtr$j rl

departure ti'orn past plar:Lice.

a8,M's. Coriright criticized piairrt'iff ibl reduced prociuctivity because o{, tclo niany

bathroom br:emks * a ialse prccusation,

t9' De.f'endatri demott,rd plaintifl'ancl deuritxi her compensatian inct.eases clur:ing t.he sa'ne:

period * u'ithout iustiticalior:.

3o' Del'enclant wil*i aware of Ms. Cot{t"ight's attitude towarcls ancl treatlnelt of plaintiff.

3.1.. t-iivcn the fal.se and fairriccd:ed natur* of Ms. Corfrig}t's accu.sations against p1aintiff,

Ms' Co$right's onlv TnCItivatir,n {'<ir the slrCIng negniive nttitr:rle towilnis plaintiff wns

p1aintiffs:\fiican-American race * not tlim'inishecl perfarnrance 01,eonduct.

3a. ultinrotell', defcndant disrnisscil plaintiff frr:rn rrer ernployment.

33. Similarly-s.itr.rated. Caucasian empl:ryecs nrho made mistakes in their: work were not

cr:iticize<l or sanr,tioned.

i14. Defendant's c0nduct, in futs. Cclrtright'-s actions, cronstitutecl illegal raeial

tiisc::imination ir: violation oi Vermont's Fair Hrnployrnent Practices Act ("V.FtHpA,,'or.

"the Act").

35. Defendant's iilegal racjnl ciisc.rimination caused plaintiff to losc her jo'b ancl staii irer

care(lr

36' Defe:rdant's cottduct also causeti plaintiff tr: suffer severe anxiet;r, Ioss of cor:ficlence

and signifit:anl monetary losses in tlre fbrm of iost com;l*nsation ar:d J:enefi[s,

97. Piaintilf denancls jud.g*n-rcnt against tlefenclant for illegal racial cliscrinrination in

violatinn of thc $tafrrtc.
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38,Plaintiff also demands an award of monetary damages in the form of compensation 

for lost compensation and benefits, together with statutory punitive and liquidated 

damages and attorney's fees and costs of litigation. 

COUNT TWO: 
ILLEGAL DISABILITY DISCRIMINATION 

(VIOLATION OF VERMONT'S FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES ACT 
21 V.S.A.  CHAPT. 5) 

39. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1-38 into this claim. 

40.Plaintiff suffers from Crohn's Disease, a recognized disability in the employment 

setting. 

41, Plaintiff was a disabled individual who was proven to be capable of the essential 

functions of her job. 

42. Defendant urged plaintiff to slow down her production because it made other 

employees feel deficient; plaintiff complied with the request and was blamed for 

reduced production. 

43. Plaintiff had other medical issues including a hysterectomy and a lab ral tear of her 

shoulder, 

44. Plaintiffs disability required her to frequently visit the bathroom for relief from its 

symptoms, 

45. Despite its knowledge of plaintiffs disability, defendant demanded she reduce the 

number of bathroom breaks. 

46.Ms. Cortright criticized plaintiff for reduced productivity because of too many 

bathroom breaks — a false accusation not based on her actual productivity, but based 

on her disability and defendant's bias against her as a disabled 'individual. 

Watts Law Firm, P.C. PO Box 270, Woodstock VT 05091. 
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38,Flair:rtiff also demancls atn award of rnr::retary riamages in t'he fonn rd: i::rlrui:ensation

fbr lost cotrtpensalion anil benc'fit's, togethr:r with statrrtor:y punitive anrl li<lrriclatncl

damages ancl nttonrey's fees and costs of litigation.

COUNTT\{O:
TLLHG.ALJ)ffiNA.TIAT{

tWI:,s HAI&SM f tA.yi-t{.UX.An}tACT.[cIis Ac'I
a.rVS-du*eIlA'PT.s)

39, Plaintiff incortrrnlates par:agraplrs l-BB into this claim.

+o,]liaintitf sttffers from Crohn's f)isease, a i'er:ngnized tlisability in the emtr:lnylr:ent

setting.

4:i' Plaintiff lvas a disabled iriclividual whr: lva.s proven to be capgble of thel clssential

f.unctions of hCIr job"

4r. Defenrlant r-rr:ged plair*iff tn slor,v do$"n her procluction bcrcause it rnacle othcr

entplc.ryees feel deticient; plaintiff cornplicd r,vith the request anil was biamecl for.

teduced prociuction.

43.}'laintilThad othnr medical issues including a hysterectomy anrl a labr:al tear of her

shoulder.

44.Plaintiffs disability recluirecl her to frequenlly visit the buthloonr fbr rejie{'from its

symptoms.

45.Dcspite its 1<nor,vle<ige of plaintiffs cUsahjlitl,, clefbnr,knt cicmanded she ledur:e tl:e

number of bi.rthrr:orn brelnl<s.

46.Ms. Cr:rtright cliticizeil plaintift fi:r r:educecl procluctivity because of too urany

bathroom break.s * a false accnsation not based on her actual prorluotivity, but basecl

o.n her clisau"ility and clefendant's b.ias agairrsl her as a clisablncl indiviclual.
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47, PI a i ntifs  medical condition also required occasional medical treatment, including 

emergency 1:realm ents. 

48. When plaintiff arrived at work each day, her disability required her to rearrange her 

workstation. 

49. Ms. Cortright criticized her for the delay in commencing work each day. 

50. Plaintiff notified defendant about the requirement for occasional emergency medical 

treatments. 

51. On several occasions, defendant refused to grant plaintiffs requests for leave for 

aggravated conditions of her disability, causing her to suffer pain and other symptoms. 

52.1n some instances, plaintiff's condition became so critical she required immediate 

medical treatment; on some occasions she was unable to notify her supervisor before 

the treatment. 

53. Plaintiff complained repeatedly to defendant's human resources department about 

disability discrimination — to no avail. 

54. Defendant's heavy criticism aggravated the symptoms of her Crohn's Disease, 

55. Defendant failed to engage in an interactive discussion concerning plaintiffs disability 

and her requests for reasonable accommodations to assist her in her responsibilities 

without complications froin her disability. 

56. Defendant also refused to provide plaintiff with adequate or reasonable 

accommodations for her disability. 

57, Defendant's conduct constituted illegal disability discrimination in violation of 

Vermont's Fair Employment Practices Act. 

58, Defendaiit's illegal conduct caused Plaintiff 1:0 lose her job and suffer anxiety and. 

career and monetary losses. 
Watts Law Firm, P.C. PO Box 27o, Woodstock, VT 0509t 
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47, Plaintiffs rnedjcal cr:nsi'ition aisr: recluir:ed omgr$ional rnr:ilical treatment, inr{uciing

0l11el'ge$ {:y 1. rea L rn e nt.s.

4.8, When iriaintiff arriveii al wo.rk ear:h cla;', her: disabiJity lequired her to rean:ange her

warkstiltir:n.

4g,Ms, Cortr:ight criticized her for the delny in commencing work each day.

Su, Plairrtifl notifieil clefenelant about the recluirement f{:l CIccasinnal em.e}Sency rundical

treatrnents.

5t, Orr sevelal occa$iorrs, clefendant refused to glant plaintiti's requests for leave tbr

aggr:avatecl conelitions of hcr: clisability, causing her to suffer pain and nther synrptoms.

5f ,In sorue instarnces, plainliffs concli[ion i.recanre so critical she required irtrnediat<l

rnedical trenlmenl; on $orr)e ocrcasions she was unable tr: nctify her supewisor before

the. Lreatment,

93. Plaintitf cermplaineci repeatedly to clefendant's hutnar) resources tleparlment aliout

disabillty clisuimination * to no avail,

g4. Def.enriant's heavy cr"itic;isnr aggr:avated the syrnptr:ms of her Crohn's fli,sease,

5g. Defe.ndant firiJed to *n6age in an intelactive dise,trssion conc'.*rning plaintiffs disability

and her requests {br reasonabl* accommodations to assist her: in her responsibilities

lviti:or.r t co m plications fram h er disahili:t5'.

g6. Deferrdant alsn re,Jrrseci to provide plaintiff with ade.rluate or rnasonable

accorn rnridations t'r:r her disability,

57. Defendanl's s^rnrhlct constituteci illegal ciisability discrirnjnation in viniation of

Vermont's irail Enrpk:yn:ent Practiccs Act,

58. De{'enrlaut's illegn} concluct caused lrlainti{f to l.ose her: iob ilnql suffer anxietl, and

uareer ancl monetar"y lr:ssex;,

on" - - i,JJlfi;iY*Xi:'ll?il;:l ilx i'#':rl'XX'i,,1*"H;l1i-',l,*,.-",,
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59. Plaintiff demands judgement against defendant for illegal disability discrimination in 

violation of VFEPA. 

60. Pl aintiff also demands an award of monetary damages in the form of compensation 

for lost compensation and benefits, together with statutory punitive and liquidated 

damages and attorney's fees and. Costs of litigation, 

COUNT THREE: 
ILLEGAL RETALIATION FOR COMPLAINTS ABOUT 

DISABILITY DISCRIMINATION
(VIOLATION OF VERMONT'S FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES ACT, 

21 V.S.A.  CHAPT. 5) 

61. Plain tiff incorporates paragraphs 1-6o into this claim. 

62.Plaintiff complained to Human Resources about Ms. Cortright and the three 

employees Ms. Cortright favored, including their treatment of her because of her 

disability — e.g., when she needed to take breaks to deal with the disease's symptoms. 

63: Plaintiff informed Human Resources about the incident when Ms. Cortright bad 

wrongfully reprimanded plaintiff about failing to follow a procedure, 

64. The result of her complaints was defendant assigned her to "the benches" for her 

workstation for several weeks, an unusual job station for employees in her position. 

65. In ,June 2018, defendant's managers also verbally warned plaintiff for alleged mistakes 

in her processing functions — without explaining anything about the mistakes. 

66. Defendant's June 2018 verbal warning was unsupported by any evidence, but when 

plaintiff protested, defendant issued a "letter of understanding" to plaintiff in 

November 2018. 

67, Defendant issued other warnings against plaintiff that were similarly unfounded; for 

example, she was warned for failing to secure a replacement for her position when she 

Watts Law Firm, P.C, PO Box 270, Woodstock, VT 05091 
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59. Plaintiff rle mand-s judgement agalnst rlefendant fior: illegal disahilit'i' disclimination in

violatiun of VFiiPA,

6o.l'laintiff aiso d*tnilnrJs an ilward n'[ monetar:y clamages in the fblrn of ixrnrpensation

f'ol lost cnrnpensation and benefits, together rvith statutory pr:nitivo und liquidntul

damages ancl attotney's f'ees ancl costs r:t litigatinn.

"EJ}UNJJIIRXEM rQ $ -CO TIX IdJNT$AF"*aUI
plsaELL*IIY]}$-c'&It{"tN"a'no__N

(YI OJ,/-\TIQN Or VAI{MONT',S }"AI&Jr{S{.rLfiyM riN'r p RACT r C nS ACT:
4"1"y,$,& sJIAfJ,s)

6t. Flaint'itT incorpnrntes pnr:agraphs :.-6o intc this r:laim.

6a,PlnintifT contplainerl to F1uman Resources abr:r"rt &fs, Cortr:ight anri thc t.hreer

emp.loyees Ms. Cortright favored, includirig their treatrnent nf her bs:ause of her,

disability * e.S., tvhen she needed to tahe brealc$ tr: clenl with the clisease's syrnptams.

63.I'lair:tiff infor:mecl Human Resources abaul the irrciclent when M.s. Co;trigirt had

r,vrongfuJly reprimancted pl*intiff about failing tn fallow a procedure"

64.T]:e resrrlt tif her: comtr:laints was defenclant a-ssigned hel tci "the benches" t'or hel

tv<itksfation fr:r several weeks, an unusnai jeil: station fbr employees in her pr:sition..

65. In June torB, ciel'endant's nlanager$ also verbally warned pkiinti'fTfor alleg*d nristakes

in her processing functions * without expiaining anytlring about the mistakes.

66.Defend.ant's June zorS verbal warning !va$ r"lrlsllpporlui by any eviclence, but when

plaintift pt'otested, clefen<lant issuccl a "letter of unclerstantiing" to plaintiff in

Ncvember eolB,

{i7. Defendant issned ot}rer l.varnings against plaintiff that were similar)y unfounded; for

examl:le, she was rvarned for failing to secur€ il replncement fnr'hel position lrlleir sire

lY$tt$ Lnw firrn, 11.C. P0 flox t7o, Wcodstock, VT'o5o9r
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went on her breaks to deal with her disability, despite the fact that she had not been 

notified of the replacement requirement. 

68. Defendant denied Plaintiffs request to participate in unique medical procedures for 

training purposes — but allowed similarly-situated employees to participate, 

69. Defendant failed to inform plaintiff of other unique medical procedures that would 

have been appropriate and useful training for plaintiff. 

70. Defendant also falsely accused plaintiff of many infractions including, but riot limited 

to, not retrieving a process run in a timely manner and violations of health care 

protocols, 

71. One of the reasons defendant advanced for its dismissal of plaintiff was her occasional 

failure to notify it about her impending emergency medical treatment related to her 

disease; on those occasions, plaintiffs medical condition was critical — emergency 

treatment was imperative; there was no time to inform officials until after treatment, 

72. Nevertheless, defendant criticized plaintiff for failure to immediately notify her 

supervisor about the emergency treatment. 

73, Thus, defendant subjected plaintiff to unwarranted and illegal retaliation because of 

her disability. 

74. For its illegal retaliation against her, plaintiff demands judgment against defendant. 

75. Plaintiff also demands a monetary award of lost compensation in the form of back-

and front-pay, liquidated and punitive damages, attorney's fees and court costs. 

COUNT FOUR: 
ILLEGAL RETALIATION FOR COMPLAINTS ABOUT RACIAL, 

DISCRIMINATION 
(VIOLATION VERMONT'S FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES ACT, 21, 

V.S.A. CHAPT. 51 

76. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1-75 into this claim. 
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w(lnt ot1 her hreaks tn <lei.ll r,vilh herr disnbillty, clestrrite the {hct that she hacl r:ot been

n.cll i f ied o l' the rc1:l acun r:nt lequi rcNtr en 1".

6B.Delundant rjcnierl plainti{l's reqnest tr: pra$ir:ipnte in un.iqre medical pror:edules lirr

t.r:aining pul"po$e$ * br.rt nlkrwed simil;l:ly-sitr"i.ateci enipleilress to participate,

6q.De{cndan{. fajloel tr: inform plaintiff uf other ur.riqtre rrreilical procedures that woukl

have ireen appropr:iate ancl ussful trairting ft:r plaintiff,

7o. Defenilarrt illso falseiy accused plaintiff of nrany intlactions including, bul" uot iimitetl

to, not retrieving a pt'ocess run in a tinrely mannel" anci violatians of heaith care

protocr:ls,

71. (Jrre of ther rlio$or1g del'enciant arlvanced fcl: its clismissal o'f plaintiff was hev occasional

fnihlre to notity it about her: im;rending emergency medica] treatmcnt relate{l to her:

clisease; on thnse occilsions, plaintiffs medical condition was cdtical * erner:gency

treatment was imperativc; there rva$ no time to irrlbrm officinls until after treatment,

7a. Neverthelcss, rlefenclant cr:iticizecl plaintifT fnr failure to immediately notify her:

supervisol abctrt the emergency tre*tment.

73.'fhr:s, clefendant st#jecte<l piaintifl to unwarranted and illegai retaliation because of

her ciisnhi)ity.

74.Yr>t: its illegal retaliatio.n against her, plaintiff clemancls judgnrent agair:st ciefer:d.ant.

7S. Plaintiff also elemancls a monetary award r:f lost compe.nsatir:n. in ihe form of llack-

ancl front-pav, liquidate<l and punitive daniage,s, attotney's fees and court ccsts.

COliN'I-f;QUR;
JLLnG:AI*Kl,:IlAl*ffiHIffi

I)I CRIll{IlS:r"J}g}l(wo_-I.Arllp$"s"J:-!]j&Bnff) "Blrea$en$ ae[ sr
v.s.A. CHAf:r. 5)

26. Plaintiffinr:orporates paragr:nplrs 1*75 into this clairn.

i,r,,u*rsTlllJi::;,Xilli*?il3riliill;1'i;Y;*lif;]?#;11tr;vwrr*,,
iJ of ro
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77. Plaintiff complained to Human Resources about Ms. Cortright and a "lead" Histology 

employee's treatment of her because of her race. 

78. The result of her complaints was defendant assigned her to the MC, Special Stains, 

and bookwork "benches" for several weeks, an unusual job station for employees in 

her position. 

79. Defendant's managers also verbally warned plaintiff for alleged mistakes in her 

processing functions — without explaining anything about the mistakes or providing 

relevant training. 

80.Defendant's June 2018 verbal warning was unsupported by evidence, but when 

plaintiff protested, defendant issued a "letter of understanding" to plaintiff in 

November 2018, followed by a written warning and a final written warning. 

81. Defendant issued other warnings against plaintiff that were similarly unfounded, 

including warnings about allegedly failing to follow new procedures or changed 

procedures of which plaintiff had not been informed, 

82. No similarly-situated employees were warned for m istakes that never occurred. 

83. Plaintiff requested special training to handle new procedures; defendant denied 

plaintiff's request to participate in unique medical procedures for training purposes 

while allowing similarly-situated employees to participate. 

84. Defendant failed to inform plaintiff of other unique medical procedures that would 

have been appropriate and useful training for plaintiff. 

85. Defendant also falsely accused plaintiff of many infractions including, but not limited 

to, not retrieving a process run in a timely manner and violations of health care 

protocols. 

86.Defendant criticized plaintiff for mistakes that never occurred. 
Watts Law Firm, P.C. 1'0 Box 270, Woodstock, VT 050911 

Phone (802) 457-1020, Fax (802)432-10m, info@wattslawmcom 
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77'Yl:dint.itltrutn;:laiued to l{urniln llesources ari:cnlt Ms. Cortright ancl a "leiail" l.tistology

errrplclyee's treatrn(rr:rt r"l{ he.r be.ci.ume r:f hnr liir:e.

7B,The re.slrlt of her complaiuts was def'endarrt assignecl liurto the II.{{), Speciai Stains,

and boohwrt'ls "benc.hesl fol several weeks, an unu.rual ir:h station fr:r: ernfloyees in

her positiorr.

79, Defenclant's ntanagers also verbalJy walned plainti:fT {br al'leged m'istal<es in h*r

pr<lcessing functions - withr:ut explair:ring an;'thing abr:ut the n:rislalqes or: proviclin;l

relevant training.

So.Det'endant's Junc znr8 ve,rbal walning wa$ un$uppor:teil hy eviclenr:e, but when

plaintit{ prolested, delfendant jssuec,l a "ietter of uncierxtanding" to plaintiif in

November 2or8, t'clllowrxl by a wr:itten warning anrl ar *inal written warning,

81. Defbnriant issuecl othsr warnings agailst plaintiff that r.vere sirnilar:iy unfr^rund.ecl,

includir:g warnings ai:out allegecily fail:ing to {bllow nelv procedures or changerl

procedrn'es af wh.ich plnintiff l:rad not been infnrr:red,

82, No sirnilarly-situatsrl *mpl6yees we1e l\,'alned {br mistakes that nevet occur"red.

B3.Plaintiff reErested special training to irandle new proce<lures; <lefenclant denir:d

plaintiffs request to participatu in unique rnedicnl procedures for training purpo$cs

r,vhil e allowing sin"rilarly-situated employ:ees to partic ipate.

B4.Defcnclant tailedto inforrn plaintiff cif other unique rnerlicai ;r,roceclureii that wor"ilcl

have been appropriate and useful tr.aining I'oi'plaintiff,

85. Def'endant alsa falsely accused piaintifJ of many infi'actions ind.uding, but not Iimit*ci

to, not retrieving el ploces$ run 'in a timely rnanner anci violationt; oJ'health car:e

protocols,

I6. ilcfentJ.ant r:ritir:ized piaintiff fcir mistakes that nel'el occurrecl,

ph*,*{s},v; jlJ;1?,,Xlll}r^';f-:lilUil?.,5ll1ll"il;,X*1[?,i*n*n,n

g erf'to
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87. Thus, defendant subjected plaintiff to unwarranted and illegal retaliation because of 

her race, 

88,For its illegal retaliation against her, plaintiff demands judgment against defendant. 

89.Plaintiff also demands a monetary award of lost compensation in the form of hack-

and front-pay, liquidated and punitive damages, attorney's fees and court costs. 

NOTICE: PLAINTIFF DEMANDS A JURY TRIAL. 

DAT.ED: who/2019 , STEPHANIE HAMMOND, 
PLAINTIFF 

By: 
Norman i  Watts, Esq. 
Watts Law Firm, PC 
Counsel for Plaintiff 

Watts Law :Hun, P,C, PO Box 27o, Woodstock, VT 05091 
Phone (802) 457-1020, Fax (802) 432-1074, Email: info@wattslawvt.com 
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87. Thus, dc{*xrclant. su}rjected plaintiff to unwarranted and illegal retaliation becaustl o1:

hel rac.tl,

88,I,ior its ille4ai r:etaliation against.her, plaintiff rJeraancls jucigmeut against deftrn<lant.

{i9.}llainti{f also riemanils a rionelary awarr} of }ost c.ompensatir:n irr tlre folrn of back-

alcl li'ont-l:ay, liqrridated and punitive darnages, attorney's fr:es anc] *oltlt cost$,

NOTIC.II: PLAJNTII?$ DfiMANDS A JlIRy jI]BJAL,

DAfliD::stl:01e"01S" ., $T APTTAN IIi I{AIVIM OND,
PI,AINT'IFII

Watts,'Hsq.
Watts La.w Firm, PC
Caunsel tbr Plaintiff

Writlri l,aw Fi.r'rn, Il,C, l'0 llox t7o, Woodstock, VII'o5oql
Ilhone {8o*) 457-ras.o, fax (Sog) 4?'2.-1q74,Iirttnil: infcr(r w*ltslawvt.coxt

Byr
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