COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

SUFFOLK, SS. SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
NO. 1684CV02490
LISA BUTNER,
Plaintiff,
V.

MASSACHUSETTS STATE POLICE (“MSP”)
Defendant,

VERDICT FORM: CLAIM 1 and CLAIM 6

(CLAIM 1): DISPARATE TREATMENT-—November 2013 Internal Affairs Unit

4

1. Did Plaintiff Lisa Butner prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP discrirninated

against her on basis of her race when not hiring her for the position of November 2013

Internal Affairs position?
Yes \/ No

*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #2,
*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “NO,” Please Go On to Question #3.

2. Was MSP’s discrimination of Lisa Butner’s race a determinative cause of MSP not

her for Noyember 2013 Internal Affairs position?

Yes |/ No

*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #3,
*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #3.

hiring




3. Did Plaintiff Lisa Butner prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP discrimijnated

against her on basis of her gender when not hiring her for the position of November 2013
Internal Affairs position?

Yes _\_ " No

*If Your Answer To Question #3 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #4.
*If Your Answer To Question #3 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #35.

4, Was MSP’s discrimination of Lisa Butner’s gender a determinative cause of MSP ot
hiring I\lefﬂr November 2013 Internal Affairs position?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #4 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #5.
~ *If Your Answer To Question #4 is “NO,” and Your Answer To Question #1, #2, and/gr #3 is

“NO,” you have reached your verdict as to Disparate Treatment. Please Go On To Qlestion
#5.

CLAIM 6): DISPARATE IMPACT

5. Has Plaintiff Lisa Butner demonstrated a specific employment practice of MSP that causes a
signiﬁ{:7tcﬁscriminatory impact on MSP employees who are female?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #5 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #6.
*If Your Answer To Question #5 is “NO,” Please Go On to Question #6.

" 6. Has Plaintiff Lisa Butner demonstrated a specific employment practice of MSP that
causes a significant discriminatory impact on MSP employees of color?

Yes \v ' No

*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #7.

*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “NO, " and Your Answer to Question #5 is “YES,”
Please Go On To Question #7,

*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “NO,” and your Answer to Question #5 is “NO)” you
have reached a verdict as to Disparate Impact. If Your Answer To Question #2 and/or
Question #4 is “YES,"” Please Go On To Question #9.
*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “NO,” and your Answer to Question #5 is “NO,” and

ALL of your Answer to Question #1 and #3 is “NO,” you have reached a verdict. Plegse
STOP HERE and sign the form at the end of the page. '




0]

. Has MSP refused to adopt or use an alternative practice that equally or better serves
MSP’s legitimate business needs which has a lesser disparate impact on employees pf

*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “NO,” and your Answer to Question #5 is “No, ” ﬁnd
lease

ALL of your Answers to Questions #2 and #4 is “NO,” Yyou have reached a verdict.
STOP HERE and sign the form at the end of the page.

. Has MSP shown that the employment practice which causes a significant discriminatory
impact is job-related for the position in question and consistent with business necessity?

Yes ‘ No \/

*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #8,
*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “NO, ” you have reached a verdict as to Disparate

Impact. If Your Answer To Question #2 and/or Question #4 is “YES, ” Please Go On To

Question #9.
*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “NO,” and ALL of your Answer to Question #1 an

#3 is

“NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the form af the end of

the page.

*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “NO,” and ALL of your Answers to Questions #2 and #4
is “NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the form at the end of

the page.

color and/or employees who are female?
Yes - ‘/ No

*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #9.
*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “NO,” you have reached a verdict as to Disparate

Impact. If Your Answer To Question #2 and/or Question #4 is “YES,” Please Go On To

Question #9. .
*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “NO,” and ALL of your Answer to Question #1 an

#3 is

“NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the form at the end of

the page.

*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “NO,” and ALL of your Answers to Questions #2 and #4
is “NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the form at the ¢nd of

the page. .




DAMAGES

9. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there is economic damages, and
if so, what is the amount of economic damages you award Plaintiff Lisa Butner agajnst

MSP‘? zaﬁ
V}L“ﬁvgﬂ@ 10 Al ek pipg-thovsad &jlf}) %ﬁu
s 129,990.00

10. Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Lisa Butner did not reas bnably
mitigate her economic damages?

Yes No \/

Ifyour answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages should
have been mzttgated below.
Ifyour answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

-Z/U 0 ' Dollars

Amount In Words

s 0.00

Amount In Figures

11. From the total amount from Question #9, subtract that total amount from the amounit from
Question #10.

$424,250.00

(Total amount from Question #9)

MINUS

30,00

(Amount from Question #10)

- Pna-Hordrs A-Vircten nmﬂmmd -0 e
(Calculated Answer), Amount in Flgures and Words M ——l’U\) M dhﬂ \M S

$9424 250,00,




12.

13.

14.

Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there is emgtional distress, and

if so, what is the amount of damages in emotional distress you award Plaintiff Lisa
Butner against MSP?

Bam Spen-Hiwsand e hundy Okar

Amo t In ords

s 34+,500.00

Amount In Figures

mitigate her emotional distress damages?

Yes ' No \/

Ifyour answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages should
have been mitigated below.

If your answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

wo ‘ | Dollars

Amount In Words

s £.00

Amount In Figures

Question #13.

31 SB0, 50

(Total amo,l.{nt from Question #12)

MINUS
(Amount from Question #13)

- Elandu, soven-thosand ve Hondired dollers

Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Lisa Butner did not reasonably

From the total amount from Question #12, subtract that total amount from the amoun(t from

(Calcuﬂited A&wcr), Amount in Figures and Words

38T /S60.60




15. Please add up the total amount from Question #11 and #14: M M é

A and
Ona. miloin anmws Y Hhauseng, SW%MS ity

Amount In Words

s 1,020,720, 'CSO

Amount In Flgures

N

PUNITIVE DAMAGES

16. Has Plaintiff Lisa Butner proven by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP’s
discriminatory conduct was outrageous or egregious?

Yes \/ No

*If your answer is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #17.
*I your answer is “NO,” Please Go On to Question #18.

17. Do you find that there are punitive damages, and if so, what is the amount of punitive
damages you award Plaintiff Lisa Butner against MSP?

Ifyour answer is “YES, ” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s punitive damage is
below.

If your answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.
~TRo-ritt R oo Ao Saroh oo hwndt oK

Amount In Words ~JYL(EL M| WGTT 201k uoymﬁ%noumn(i oo hundmol ard
s2EE2THHEED— $2, 0%0, Wb, o BRY dallars
AmountInF UICS) \’.\/{9@9‘3

TOTAL DAMAGES

Doll

Amount In Words “T‘EJU(Umﬂﬂm e I’\Uﬂdufﬂ\ 0«1’10L SlXﬁwﬁmi/ %g
55 34,10 30,00 Al

Amount In Flgures

e

\\I\j(




AN () el U:;\
The above findings represent the verdict of at least-twelve (12) out of feurteen-(i4) of

SN/ EMN )t f2055

JURY FOREPERSON

Dated: | ‘// l \:1(/// 9:09‘5

the




COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

SUFFOLK, S8S. SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
NO. 1684CV02490
DEBORAH RYAN,
Plaintify,
V.

MASSACHUSETTS STATE POLICE (“MSP”)
Defendant,

VERDICT FORM: CLAIM 2

DISPARATE TREATMENT—July 2014 Narcotics Inspection Unit

1. Did Plaintiff Deborah Ryan prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP
discriminated against her on basis of her gender when not hiring her for the position of July
2014 Nar\?ics Inspection Unit?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #2.
*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #3.

2. Was MSP’s discrimination of Deborah Ryan’s gender a determinative cause of MSP not
hiring 1’;@7]1' July 2014 Narcotics Inspection Unit?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #3.
*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #3.

DISPARATE TREATMENT-—Spring 2014 Concord Station Commandgr

3. Did Plaintiff Deborah Ryan prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP

discriminated against her on basis of her gender when not hiring her for the position of
Spring 2(‘)14/Z§1cord Station Commander?

Yes No




*If Your An§w’er To Question #3 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #4. -
*If Your Answer To Question #3 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #5.

hiring her for Zpring 2014 Concord Station Commander?

4. Was MSP’s disgrimination of Deborah Ryan’s gender a determinative cause of MS$P not
Yes { /nm

No

*If Your Answer To Question #4 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #5,
*If Your Answer To Question #4 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #5.

DISPARATE TREATMENT-—Fall 2014 Newbury Station Commander

5. Did Plaintiff Deborah Ryan prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP

discriminated against her on basis of her gender when not hiring her for the position of Fall
2014 Newbury Station Commander?

Yes \ No

*If Your Answer T 0 Question #5 is “YES, " Please Go On To Question #6.
*If Your Answer To Question #5 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #7.

6. Was MSP’s digcrimination of Deborah Ryan’s gender a determinative cause of M$P not
hiring her f(% all 2014 Newbury Station Commander?

Yes l' No

*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #7.
*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #7.

DISPARATE TREATMENT—Winter 2014/2015 Medford Station Commander

7. Did Plaintiff Deborah Ryan prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP
discriminated against her on basis of her gender when not hiring her for the position of
Winter 20\17/1015 Medford Station Commander?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #8.
*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “NO,” but you answered “YES” to one or more or all
of Questions #2, #4, and/or #6, Please Go On To Question #9.
*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “NO,” and you answered “NO” to ALL Questions #1,
#3, and #5, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the verdict form
at the end of the page.

*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “NO,” and you answered “NO” to ALL Questions #2,

#4, and #6, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the verdict form
at the end of the page.




8. Was MSP’s discrimination of Deborah Ryan’s gender a determinative cause of MSP not
hiring her fyﬁinter 2014/2015 Medford Station Commander?

Yes / No

*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #9.
*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “NO,” but you answered “YES" to one or more dr all
of Questions #2, #4, and/or #6, Please Go On To Question #9.
*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “NO,” and you answered “NO” to ALL Questions #1,

#3, and #5, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the verdict
Jorm at the end of the page.

*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “NO,” and you answered “NO” to ALL Questions #2,

#4, and #6, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the verdict form
at the end of the page.

DAMAGES

9. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there is economic damages, and

if so, what is the amount of economic damages you award Plaintiff Deborah Ryan 4gainst
MSP?

74X0 Dollars

Amount In Words

5 QGD/O

Amount In Figures

10. Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Deborah Ryan did not
reasonably mitigate her economic dan\uy?

Yes No

If your answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages should
have been mitigated below.

Ifyour answer is “NO,” you ¢an indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

ZU O | Dollars

Amount In Words

; 0.00

Amount In Figures




~ 11. From the total amount from Question #9, subtract that total amount from the amount from

Question #10.

2440

(Total amount from Question #9)

MINUS
(Amount from Question #10)

_ 79¥0 S0.00

(Calculated Answer), Amount in Figures and Words

12. Has Plaintiff broven by a preponderance of evidence that there is emotional distress, and
if so, what is the amount of damages in emotional distress you award Plaintiff Debgrah

00 Hord ud and Aty s es2nd Ad

13.

Amount In Words

s |23, S00.00

Amount Ini-“'igmes

Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Deborah Ryan did not
reasonably mitigate her emotional distress damages?

Yes No \/

If your answer is “YES, ” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages shq
have been mitigated below.

If your answer is “NQO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

Z—U O ' . Dollars

Amour;t In Words

5 0.00

Amount In Figures

Hondaed!

wld




14. From the total amount from Question #12, subtract that total amount from the amount from
Question #13.

$12%,500.00

(Total amount from Question #12)

MINUS

30,00

(Amount from Question #13)

-t Hundied ik swen-thosand Fe Honddid dollos

(Calculated Answer), Amount in P‘1gures and Words $ \%q_ <TO.00

15. Please add up the total amount from Question #11 and #14:

OLHundbed v s ovsand e Hurdfed

Amount In Words

Amount In'Figures

PUNITIVE DAMAGES

discriminatory conduct was outrageous or egregious?

Yes \/ No

*If your answer is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #17.
*If your answer is “NO,” Please Go On to Question #18.

' : 16. Has Plaintiff Deborah Ryan proven by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP’s

17. Do you find that there are punitive damages, and if so, what is the amount of punitiye
damages you award Plaintiff Deborah Ryan against MSP?

Ifyour answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s punitive dampge is
below.

Ifyour answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amounl below.
/rU)U HUHMM WMM “ﬁ\/f, “th Dollars

5




Amount In Words

Lg‘%i m” 50

Amount In Figures

TOTAL DAMAGES

18. Please add up the total amount from Question #15 and #17:

oot Lundueo e Hawsand e hvn&wﬁgilm

Amount In Words

$ LHQ,%DD,CTD

Amount In Figures

pn (10) v (12

The above findings represent the verdict of at least4welve-ti2)out of fourteen-(4)-of]

%/ﬁm EM /203

JURY FOREPERSON

Dated: ’ I// I t{;/ 9‘038

the

D>




SUFFOLK, SS. SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
NO. 1684CV02490
LUIS MARTINEZ,
Plaintiff,
\'

MASSACHUSETTS STATE POLICE (“MSP”)
Defendant,

DISPARATE TREATN.[ENT—November 2015 Hampden County District Attorne
Detective’s Unit

1.

DISPARATE TREATMENT—August 2017 Hampden County District Attorney Detecti

Unit

3.

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

YERDICT FORM: CLAIM 3

Did Plaintiff Luis Martinez prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP
discriminated against him on basis of his race when not hiring him for the position of
November 2015 Hampden County D:7'tt Attorney Detective’s Unit?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #2.
*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #3.

Was MSP’s discrimination of Luis Martinez’s race a determinative cause of MSP not
hiring him for November 2015 Hampden County District Attorney Detective’s Unity

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #3. |
*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #3.

e’s

Did Plaintiff Luis Martinez prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP
discriminated against him on basis of his race when not hiring him for the posmon of
August 201 7 Hampden County District Attorney Detective’s Unit?




. 'Was MSP’s discrimination of Luis Martinez’s race a determinative cause of MSP n

DISPARATE TREATMENT —September 2017 Northwestern District Attorney Detecti

Yes \/ : No

*If Your Answer To Question #3 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #4.
*If Your Answer To Question #3 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #5.

hiring hi‘n7€6r August 2017 Hampden County District Attorney Detective’s Unit?
Yes No

*If Your Answe_:r To Question #4 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #5.
*If Your Answer To Question #4 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #5.

5. Did Plaintiff Luis Martinez prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP

' Yes

DISPARATE TREATMENT—May 2016 Canine (K-9) Unit

7. Did Plaintiff Luis Martinez prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP

discriminated against him on basis of his race when not hiring him for the position of
Septemlz?ﬂ 17 Northwestern District Attorney Detective’s Unit?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #5 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #6.
*If Your Answer To Question #5 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #7.

. Was MSP;/iiscrimination of Luis Martinez’s race a determinative cause of MSP npt

hiring him for September 2017 Northwestern District Attorney Detective’s Unit?
: No

*If Your Aﬂswer To Question #6 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #7.
*If Your Answer To Question #6 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #7.

Ot

discriminated against him on basis of his race when not hiring him for the position of May

2016 Cani\r?(&) Unit?

Yes : No
*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #8.
*If Your Answer To Question #7 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #9.




8.

DISPARATE TREATMENT—January 2018 Anti-Terrorism Unit

9.

10.

Was MSP’s discrimination of Luis Martinez’s race a determinative cause of MSP 1
hiring him for May 2016 Canine (K-9) Unit?

Yes |\ No

*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #9.
*If Your Answer To Question #8 is “NQ,” Please Go On To Question #9.

Did Plaintiff Luis Martinez prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP

discriminated against him on basis of his race when not hiring him for the position of
January 2018 Anti-Terrorism Unit?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #9 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #10.

*If Your Answer To Question #9 is “NO,” but you answered “YES” to one or more o
of Questions #2, #4, #6 and/or #8, Please Go On To Question #11.

*If Your Answer To Question #9 is “NO,” and you answered “NO” to ALL Question.

not

r all

s #1,

#3, #5 and #7, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the verdict

Jorm at the end of the page.
*If Your Answer To Question #9 is “NO,” and you answered “NO” to ALL Question

it4, #6, and #8, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the ve
Jorm at the end of the page.

Was MSP’s dlscrlmmatlon of Luis Martinez’s race a determinative cause of MSP n
hiring h\nyor January 2018 Anti-Terrorism Unit?

Yes No

*If Your Answer To Question #10 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #11.
*If Your Answer To Question #10 is “NO,” but you answered “YES” to one or more
of Questions #2, #4, #6 and/or #8, Please Go On To Question #11.

5 #2,
rdict

ot

or all

*If Your Answer To Question #10 is “NO,” and you answered “NO” to ALL Questio

#1,

#3, #5 and #7, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the veydict

Jorm at the end of the page.
*If Your Answer To Question #10 is “NO, ” and you answered “NO” to ALL Questio

#4, #6, and #8, you have reached your verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the ve
Jorm at the end of the page.

#2,
rdict




DAMAGES

11. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there is economic damages, and
if so, what is the amount of economic damages you award Plaintiff Luis Martinez against

T s hsand e hurdded. and. st
Amount IWords

12. Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Luis Martinez did not
reasonably mitigate his economic damages?

Yes No \/

If your answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages shot
have been mitigated below.

Ifyour answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

w O Dollars

Amount In Words

s 0,00

Amount In Figures

eld

13. From the total amount from Question #11, subtract that total amount from the amount from

Question #12.

£ S, 2. 00

(Total amount from Question #11)

MINUS
21000 $0.00
(Amount from Question #12)

_ ipny stovsand e wndured and SIXH -eigf ot ol

(Calculdted Answer), Amount in Figures and Words $ Slo % (8. 00
A /

4




_14. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there is emotional distres

15.

16

. From the total amount from Question #14, subtract that total amount from the amou;

if so, what is the amount of damages in emotional distress you award Plaintiff Luis
Martinez against MSP?

S ed-krsisand fve \\w\d\m& Dol

Amoun?ln Words

(12,580.00

Amount In'Figures

Did M_SP' prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Luis Martinez did not
reasonably mitigate his emotional distress damages?

Yes No \/

s, and

If your answer is “YES ” please enter the amount by which Plamhﬁr s damages should

have been mitigated below.
If your answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

w O - Dollars

Amount In Words

s 0. 00

Amount In Figures

Question #15.

3 Q2 ,500.00

(Total amount from Question #14)

MINUS
20¥p §0.090
(Amount from Question #15)

S wo Horand fve hundded dolla)rs

nt from

(Calculattd Answer), Amount in Figures and Words $ W&, 500.00




17. Please add up the total amount from Question #13 and #16;

ndded and
tru e ad gghiuon st A4 IS S0%

Amount In Words

$ H%)%LQ%*G—O

Amount In Figures

PUNITIVE DAMAGES

18. Has Plaintiff Luis Martinez proven by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP’s
discriminatory conduct was outrageous or egregious?

Yes \/ No

*If your answer is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #19.
*If your answer is “NO,” Please Go On to Question #20.

19. Do you find that there are punitive damages, and if so, what is the amount of punitive
damages you award Plaintiff Luis Martinez against MSP?

If your answer is “YES, ” please enter the amount by which Plaznt;ﬁ"s punitive damage is
below.

If your answer is " you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.
Boven-Hundaed
/r’UUO “H\m%;r QAV Md “W\\YM “JWNU “H\Q\) GtDollars @ﬂbg —thi H14 (¥
Amount In Words

Amount In Figures

TOTAL DAMAGES

20. Please add up the total amount from Question #17 and #19:

A n
ﬂ}\‘(ﬂ&*\\l Ay ﬂ,O\ ’M‘B\X Mm& =N \(\D“ﬁ fﬂ\ Nt U

Amount In Words




, 350 04,00

Amount In Figures

ton (0 -tweve (12)

The above findings represent the verdict of at least-twelve(12yout of fourteen(14) of

Tt B e

JURY FOREPERSON

Dated: l\ / |q”/ 9‘&9‘5

the

>




COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

SUFFOLK, SS. SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
NO. 1684CV02490
DANA OLIVER,
Plaintiff,
V.

MASSACHUSETTS STATE POLICE (“MSP”)
Defendant.

VERDICT FORM: CLAIM 4

DISPARATE TREATMENT—2017 Armorer Unit

1. Did Plaintiff Dana Oliver prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP discriminated
against him on basis of his race when not hiring him for the position of 2017 Armorer [Unit?

Yes \v No

*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #2.
*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #3.

2. Was MSP’s discrimination of Dana Oliver’s race a determinative cause of MSP not
hiring him f7 2017 Armorer Unit?

Yes - \, No

*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “YES,” Please Go On To Questidn #3.
*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “NO,” Please Go On To Question #3.

DISPARATE TREATMENT—2018 Anti-Terrorism Unit

3. . Did Plaintiff Dana Oliver prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP discriminated

against him on basis of his race when not hiring him for the position of 2018 Anti-Terrorism
Unit? '

Yes \/ No

*If Your Answer To Question #3 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #4.




*If Your Answer To Question #3 is “NO, "and your Answer to Question #1 and/or Question
#2is “NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the verdict form
at the end. :

4. Was MSP’s discrimination of Dana Oliver’s race a determinative cause of MSP nof
hiring him for 2018 Anti-Terrorism Unit?

Yes \ No

*If Your Answer To Question #4 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #5.
*If Your Answer To Question #4 is “NO,” but your Answer to Question #1 and Question #2
is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #5.
*If Your Answer To Question #4 is “NO, ” and your Answer to Question #1 and/or Qyestion
#2 is “NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOP HERE and sign the verdict farm at
the end.

DAMAGES

5. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there are economic damag

and if so, what is the amount of economic damages you award Plaintiff Dana OMr

0. A i -tosand VL PRHECE

es,

Amount In Words

s | 2D, 22300

Amount In Fiéu:es

6. Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Dana Oliver did not
- reasonably mitigate his economic damages?

Yes No \/

If your answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages should
have been mitigated below.
Ifyour answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

—Z.U O ‘i' ' Dollars

Amount In Words

s .00

Amount In Figures




7. From the total amount from Questlon #5, subtract that total amount from the amount from

Question #6.

3120, 222,00

(Total amount from Question #5)

MINUS

$0.00

(Amount from Question #6)

_tine Hundled Hhi VM thovsand e Iwndmal

and

(Calculated Answer), Amount in Figures and Words “H/\W a% l/Ut A
F120,22R.00 K]

8. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there is emotional distresd

if so, what is the amount of damages in emotional distress you award Plaintiff Dan4
Ohver against MSP?

e Hondied, Hsan ol Dol

Amount In Words

$ lm) UGD.UD

Amount In Figures

9. Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Dana Oliver did not
reasonably mitigate his emotional distress damages?

Yes No

iTl|lo) S

, and

If your answer is “YES, ” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages should

have been mitigated below.
If your answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

wO Dollars

Amount In Words

0.60

Amount In Figures




10. From the total amount from Question #8, subtract that total amount from the amoun

Question #9.

3100, 000, 60

(Total amount from Question #8)

MINUS

$p.00

(Amount from Question #9)

- Ong vHUnMQO\’{’hBUW A j’ |00, 660, 0(

t from

'

(Calculated Answer), Amount in Figures and Words

11. Please add up the total amount from Question #7 and #10:
13 I’UOHOU'

“Two hndy QO\ ’kh\H'l/\/"\’hB\BdﬁA A Dollars

Amount In Words

s 220, 2332. O’O

Amount In Fi 1gures

PUNITIVE DAMAGES

12. Has Plaintiff Dana Oliver proven by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP’s

discriminatory conduct was outrageous or egregious?

Yes \/ No

*If your answer is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #13.
*If your answer is “NQ,” Please Go On to Question #14.

(4




TOTAL DAMAGES

JURY FOREPERSON

13. Do you find that there are punitive damages, and if so, what is the amount of punitive

damages you award Plaintiff Dana Oliver against MSP?

If your answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s punitive damage is

below.

Ifyour answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amou belo A
Foul th\db&& S\MMMA SO Rordaedt SV~ sty

Dollars

Amount In Words

s 40D, ((FHp.CD

Amount In Flgures

14. Please add up the total amount from Question #11 and #13; '
A\ and. {Bu

Six_hwndifed and. ninaty-sr oA, T

Amount In Words

s (041, OIY., 0D

Amount In Figures

0 hodve(i2)
The above findmgs represent the verdict of at Ieast ut of-ﬁ)m'tem'(ﬂ)‘of the

BN RN e

Dated: H / I :{' l/ QDQS

teen

Vl




COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

SUFFOLK, SS. ’ SUPERIOR COURT

CIVIL ACTION.
NO. 1684CV02490
! MARION FLETCHER,
] ' Plaintiff,
K
i V.

MASSACHUSETTS STATE POLICE (“MSP”)
Defendant,

YERDICT FORM: CLAIM 5

DISPARATE TREATMENT—July 2014 Middlesex District Attorney Special Detective’s Unit

1. Did Plaintiff Marion Fletcher prove by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP
; discriminated against her on basis of her gender when not hiring her for the position of July
' 2014 Mlddlesex District Attorney Special Detective’s Unit?

b Yes \/ No

*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #2.
*If Your Answer To Question #1 is “NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOR
HERE and sign the verdict form at the end of the page.

A
4

L

Was MSP’s discrimination of Marion Fletcher’s gender a determinative cause of MSp
not hiring her for July 2014 Middlesex District Attorney Special Detective’s Unit?

Yes \v No

*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “YES,” Please Go On To Question #3.
*If Your Answer To Question #2 is “NO,” you have reached a verdict. Please STOR
HERE and sign the verdict form at the end of the page.




DAMAGES

3. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there are economic damages,

and- if S(i)\,/[ gll:lf?t is the amount of economic damages you award Plaintiff Maﬁj Flef C}E

against | M |
et hndved swmsend, 0 WIEIEEAG,

Amount In Words

s 201 [|4.00

Amount In Figures :

4. Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Marion Fletcher did not
reasonably mitigate her economic dam<m75‘?

Yes No

Ifyour answer is “YES,” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages should
have been mitigated below.

If your answer is “NO,” you can indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below.

Dollars

Amount In Words

3
Amount In Figures

5. From the total amount from Question #3, subtract that total amount from the amount from
Question #4.

$20%, 119,00

(Total amount from Question #3)

MINUS
$0.00
(Amount from Question #4)

_Y207%,119.00 =Ty hupdied sww Asvsand ong
(Calculated Answer), Amount in Figures and Words M V\ dU/ M &ma

NN &W(M S.




7. Did MSP prove by a preponderance of evidence that Plaintiff Marion Fletcher did not

6. Has Plaintiff proven by a preponderance of evidence that there is emotional distress, and *
if so, what is the amount of damages in emotional distress you award Plaintiff Marjon

L, brved ‘ot fre o,

Amount In Words

s [0S,000.00

Amount In Figures

reasonably mitigate her emotional distress damages?
Yes ' ‘ No \/

If your answer is “YES, ” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s damages should
have been mitigated below. : '

If your answer.is “NO,” you can. indicate 0 (zero) in the amount below,

Dollars

Amount In Words

5
Amount In Figures

8. From the total amount from Question #6, subtract that total amount from the amount from

Question #7. :

3{25,000.00

(Total amount from Question #6)

MINUS

30

(Amount from Question #7)

- THundYed i Ruethasand dollay's

(Calculated Answer), Amount in Figuigs and Words $ l 2 ) o0 0O




9. Please add up the total amount from Question #5 and #8: A E md\y p

&am&

o Tunded ond ikt oA T Wingreen

Amount In Words

s UYn2,119.00

Amount In Figures

PUNITIVE DAMAGES

10. Has Plaintiff Marion Fletcher proven by a preponderance of the evidence that MSP!s

discriminatory conduct was outrageous or egregious?

Yes ‘/ ' No

*If your answer is “YES, " Please Go On To Question #11.
*If your answer is “NO,” Please Go On to Question #12.

I1. Do you find that there are pumtlve damages, and if so, what is the amount of punitiye

damages you award Plaintiff Marion Fletcher against MSP?

If your answer is “YES, ” please enter the amount by which Plaintiff’s punitive damage is

below.

Athount In Words

$ %(OU( 2R, Ub

Amount In Flgures

TOTAL DAMAGES

12. Please add up the total amount from Question #9 and #11:

If your answer is “NO,” Yyou can indicate 0 (zero) m the amount below. ) .
B Hunded sigy-Guor-thwsand o b néfgl%rzg and\ Hihy-eigt

Ong. Mo 4wb udied ringy SIX-Hors Dolgﬂ%iwndffed

Amount In Words ,ﬁ

s 1,20, 5+ ‘

Amount In Flgures




L oame

S N T Gt
+in [m) -—l’\UﬂJ\(ﬂ,L@

The above findings represent the verdict of at least-twelve-32) out of fourteen (14) of the
members of the jury.

AT

JURY FOREPERSON

Dated: | \/ I_:l'/QDQ‘S




