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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

and

DR. RACHEL TUDOR,

Plaintiff/Intervenor,

SOUTHEASTERN OKLAHOMA
STATE UNIVERSITY,

and

THE REGIONAL UNIVERSITY

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
V. ) Case No. 5:15-CV-00324-C

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
SYSTEM OF OKLAHOMA, )
)

)

)

Defendants.

DR. TUDOR’S OBJECTIONS TO
DEFENDANTS’ FINAL EXHIBIT LIST

Plaintiff/Intervenor Dr. Rachel Tudor submits the following objections
to Defendants’ Final Exhibit List (ECF Doc. 114) in accordance with the
Court’s Revised Scheduling Order (ECF Doc. 142).

General Objections
Dr. Tudor generally objects that Defendants’ Final Exhibit List does

not denote which exhibits Defendants are likely to use at trial. See Original
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Scheduling Order, ECF Doc. 39 at 1 (setting original due dates for party

exhibit lists and indicating that “The list of witnesses and exhibits shall

separately state those expected to be called or used and those which may be

called or use it [sic.] the need arises.”

Specific Objections

NO. | DOCUMENT g}]i%JE}]lCTOIlON -
1 e header on this document is a
ﬁeﬁaﬁaniurﬁ fr;)lni rII‘)ogg dated hearsay statement from the EEOC.
cvilian to fiachel Ludor dated | Algso, because the header is not an
10/5/2012 RE: Application for original %ar% of (iche documep’fl, t}ﬁe
version of this document with the
emu UDILA2) header does not satisfy FRE 1003
since it i1s not a duplicate. Tudor
would not object to this exhibit if the
header were redacted.
2 Memorandum from Doug The Bates numbers do not match the
McMillan to Charla Hall and document described. Tudor has no
civiillan to Lharla Hall an objection to the admissibility of
Bryon Clark dated 10/19/2010 | Plaintiff’'s Deposition Exhibit 129 but
RE: Tudor Grievance (DEF28- %ﬁFz%oglllmentS ]iate}sl numbered
.. i - are not the same as
31)(Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit Plaintiff's Deposition Exhibit 129.
#129)
3 ; Tudor has no objection to the
11:1/[‘?“1‘{36 gf f%pgglgl‘; glaowrence admissibility of Plaintiffs Deposition
IS date Y Exhibit 46 but the Bates numbers
(DEF1754-1456)(Plaintiff's Depo | identified do not correspond with
Exhibit #46) Plaintiff's Deposition Exhibit 46.
Plaintiff’s Deposition Exhibit 46 is
%ﬁteshnuénbered E£1E03927-929.
4 i ion’ e header on this document 1s a
ﬁd?mm;fuonls ﬁisgozzz/t;om hearsay statement from the EEOC.
otice of Appeal date Also, because the header is not an
(DEF35-36) original part of the document, the
version of this document with the
header does not satisfy FRE 1003
since 1t i1s not a duplicate. Tudor
would not object to this exhibit if the
header were redacted.
5 The header on this document 1s a

Doug McMillan letter to Rachel
Tudor dated 4/30/2010
RE: Denial of Application for

hearsay statement from the EEOC.
Also, because the header is not an
original part of the document, the
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Tenure and Promotion (DEF37-
38)(Plaintiff’s Depo Exhibit
#102)

version of this document with the
header does not satisfy FRE 1003
since it 1s not a duplicate. Tudor
would not object to this exhibit if the
header were redacted.

6 Memorandum from Charla
Hall, James Knapp, Larry
Prather to Rachel Tudor dated
9/30/2010; Copied to: Larry
Minks, Doug McMillan,
Charles Weiner; Bryon Clark
and Randy Prus
RE: Grievance (DEF5192)
7 Grievance dated 10/11/2010 The Bates numbers do not match the
(DEF49-64)(Plaintiffs D document described. Tudor has no
e aintitl's Depo objection to the admissibility of
Exhibit #15) Plaintiff’s Deposition Exhibit 15 but
the documents Bates numbered
DEF49-64 are not the same as
Plaintiff’s Deposition Exhibit 129.
8 Memorandum from Ross The Bates numbers do not match the
Walkup to Rachel Tudor. D document described. Tudor has no
alxup to hachel ludor, Uoug | ohjection to the admissibility of
McMillan and Charla Hall Pﬁaintcilff’ S Depositi(])gn Exhibit 7]401 bucii
the ocuments ates numbere
%%?31{3/2011 filed DEF65-68 are not the same as
- wrievance e Plaintiff’'s Deposition Exhibit 129.
10/11/2011(DEF65-
68)(Attachment to Memo is é‘gdigioﬁ?l}lly’ 3}19 header on DEF65-
.. - whic oes not appear 1n
Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit#74) | Plaintiffs Deposition Exhibit 74) is a
hearsay statement from the EEOC.
Also, because the header is not an
original part of the document, the
version of this document with the
header does not satisfy FRE 1003
since 1t i1s not a duplicate. Tudor
would not object to this exhibit if the
}’Il‘%ader ]gvere redacte}o)l. .
9 g e ates number oes not
2N/(2)121 /ggilf \(zvgé]%eifgz)dated correspond to the exhibit described
here. Tudor needs to know which
document Defendants intend to use
as an exhibit.
10 The header on this document 1s a

Letter from Bryon Clark to
Rachel Tudor dated 3/4/2011
RE: Appeal (DEF76-80)

hearsay statement from the EEOC.
Also, because the header i1s not an
original part of the document, the
version of this document with the
header does not satisfy FRE 1003
since it i1s not a duplicate. Tudor
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would not object to this exhibit if the
header were redacted.

11 | Document prepared by James L.
Knapp dated 9/23/2010 RE:
Grievance (DEF144)(Plaintiff’s
Depo Exhibit #71) -
12 The handwriting at the top of the
DOE lett:,ers to Barbara Seely, document Bates numbered DEF221
Larry Minks and Rachel Tudor | js™ 3" hearsay statement from an
dated 10/12/2010 RE: OCR unknown source. Also, because the
Docket #07102099 (DEF170-175) | handwriting is not an original part
of the document, the version of this
document with the handwriting does
not satisfy FRE 1003 since it is not a
duplicate. Tudor would not object to
this exhibit if the handwriting were
The Bate bers d hth
13 | Memorandum from Doug e Bates numbers do not match the
McMillan to Rachel Tudor dated %&(ﬁg}(gnt107deﬁ%§$§ d'Batgsl an;;gfﬁ
10/5/2010 DEF5188.
RE: Application for Tenure and | \ 4 3:5 0 0110 the header on the
Promotion during the 2010-2011 | gocument Bates numbered DEF221
Academic Year 1s _a hearsay statement from the
(DEF221)(Plaintiff's Depo EEOC. Also, because the header 1is
Exhibit #107) not an original part of the document,
xhibit #107 the version of this document with
the header does not satisfy FRE
1003 since it 1s not a duplicate.
Tudor would not object to this
exhibit if the header were redacted
or, alternatively, 1if Plaintiff’s
Deposition Exhibit 107 (DEF5188)
%‘Vﬁre 1::se(o‘ll 1nstead}.1 1
14 i - e header on this document 1s a
RU§O Policy Manual (DEF254 hearsay statement from the EEOC.
366 Also, because the header is not an
original part of the document, the
version of this document with the
header does not satisfy FRE 1003
since 1t 1s not a duplicate. Tudor
would not object to this exhibit if the
header were redacted. _
15 | SEOSU Academic Policies and The header on this document 1s a

Procedures (DEF367-516)

hearsay statement from the EEOC.
Also, because the header is not an
original part of the document, the
version of this document with the
header does not satisfy FRE 1003
since it 1s not a duplicate. Tudor
would not object to this exhibit if the
header were redacted.
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16 | SEOSU Sexual Harassment This Bates range contains more than
Policy (DEF524-526) ust the Sexual Harassment Policy.
olcy udor does not, however, object to the
admissibility of any documents within
the Bates range DEF525-526.
17" | SEOSU Nondiscrimination Equal
Opportunity Affirmative Action
Policy (DEF528)
18 E Retaliati ' This Bates range contains more than
(SDEOFSSg9-§3?))1 ation Policy just the Retaliation Policy. Tudor
does not, however, object to the
admissibility of the document within
:LI‘lﬂe Bﬁtes marked DEF526.
19 E T ' 1s Bates range contains more than
?) 1QS[(JDE?;2(];Z_E;%§)PTOHIOUOH just the SEOSU Tenure and
QLES romotion Policy.
Tudor would not object if Plaintiff’s
Deposition Exhibit 7 (EEOC303-349)
were used instead.
20 | SEOSU Religion and EHL %h%s O‘ldocument 18 né)t a pohcyd.l
. ] etendants prepare 1t an
Faculty Policy (DEF709-710) submitted to the EEOC in response
to a request from the EEOC in
connection with its investigation of
Dr. Tudor’s charge of discrimination.
The document is hearsay.
21 | Rachel Tudor File from Unemployment insurance docs
Human Resources (including I- | (DEF773-820) are  irrelevant,
9, Garnishment and prejudicial, and some are hearsay:;
Unemployment documents as garnishment docs (DEF929-1012)
produced to EEOC (DEF712- are irrelevant, prejudicial, and
1012) hearsay.
22 | Lucretia Scoufos email to Rachel
Tudor dated 8/25/2009 RE:
Tenure — with Dr. Scoufos’
handwritten notes (DEF1014-
1015)
23 The header on this document (upper

Documents sent to SEOSU by
DOE (DEF1301-1309)

left hand corner, reading
“Attachment 17) is a hearsay
statement from an  unknown
source. Also, because the header is
not an original part of the document,
the version of this document with
the header does not satisfy FRE
1003 since 1t 18 not a
duplicate. Tudor would not object to
this exhibit if the header were
redacted.
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24 | SEOSU Orientation of New This Bates range contains more than
Faculty. Acenda and Sampl just orientation materials. Tudor does
aculty, Agenda and Sample not, however, object to the
Handouts (DEF1311-1460) admissibility of any documents within
(Contains Plaintiff's Depo the Bates range DEF1311-1460.
Exhibits #s 21, 40)

25 | Timeline of Affirmative Action
Officer at SEOSU (DEF1463-
1466)(Plaintiff’s Depo Exhibit
#112)

26 | Memorandum from Cathy Defendants created this do%ument }1111

. . t t t
Conway to Claire Stubblefield %eé%oél.se Tlr?e adoﬁ?ggggt g(érsrz:ribeg
dated 8/15/2011 complaints of other employees, who
RE: EEOC Request for are not witnesses in this case, that
Information on Dr. Rachel Tudor | 5~ irrelevant . and otentially
HOLIHALIon ' confusing to the jury. Tudor objects
Discrimination Charges under FRE 402 and 403. Plaintiff
(DEF1468) also objects to this exhibit because it
1s hearsay.

27 | Memorandum from Doug This p)ﬁhibit ; 1s irrelivapt ang

. R . potentially confusing to the jury an
McMillan to William Fridley | ghould be excluded under FRE 402
dated 4/30/2010 RE: Denial of and/or FRE 403.

Application for Tenure and
Promotion (DEF1727-1728)

28 | Memorandum from Doug V(I‘I})%]SF 17\75e§)810n hOf the —document

. as a cryptic
McMillan to Rachel Tudor dated | handwritten notation at the top that
2/15/2010 RE: Notification of gouldqpedpoteﬁtiallyb_confusm tOF%lEe

i jury. T'udor, thus, objects under
Promotion Status (DEF1753) 403" but would mnot object to a
different version of this exhibit,
without this notation, such as the
version of this document that the
Defendants have 1identified as
Exhibit 130.

29 | Memorandum to Dr. Weiner The Bates numbers do not match the
from J K L document described. Tudor has no
romdJames fnapp, Larry objection to the admissibility of
Prather and Jon Reid dated Plaintiff's  Deposition Exhibit 47
3/25/2010 RE: Appeal of Dr. (DEF5125).

Rachel Tudor
(DEF1757)(Plaintiff’'s Depo
Exhibit #47)
30 This Bates number does not match

Memorandum from Larry Minks
to Rachel Tudor dated 4/21/2010
RE: Application for Tenure and

Promotion to Associate Professor

the description of the document. If
the Defendants intended to identify
the document Bates numbered
DEF4771, Tudor has no objection to
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(DEF1462) the admissibility of that document.

31 |1, ' This Bates number does not match

etter from Larry Minks to the description of the document. If
Rachel Tudor dated 3/25/2011 | the Defendants intended to identify
RE: Appeal Review regarding Plaintiff's Deposition Exhibit 77
the rejection of Dr. Tudor’s (DEF5687), Tudor has no objection
Tenure and Promotion El%curfl}(le%t admissibility of = tha
Application (DEF1463). '
32 | SEOSU Position Statement

) .. Tudor has no objection to the
(DE_F1_779 1785)(Plaintiff's Depo admissibility of Plaintiff's Deposition
Exhibit #30) Exhibit 30 (DEF5279-5286), but
requests that the Defendants correct
’1che bates r(ilngefmt_ed in their exhibit

1st to avold contusion.

33 | Schematic of Morrison Building
(DEF1787-1789)(Plaintiff’s Depo
Exhibit #27)

34 ‘ndi ; The document described 1s Plaintiff’s
glnddllngsDa.nd .Co.nclg.l slons on Deposition Exhibit 17, not 19. Tudor
Complaint from Claire o Plammifhs Deposition Bxbibi 17 or

omplaint from Claire 0 aintitt's Deposition Kxhibit or
Stubblefield to Rachel Tudor 19 but requests that the Defendants
) correct this error in their exhibit list
dated 1/19/2011 (DEF1795 to avoid confusion.
1801) (Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit
#19)

35 | Memorandum from Ross
Walkup to Rachel Tudor, Doug
McMillan, Charla Hall dated
1/3/2011
RE: Grievance filed 10/11/2010
(DEF5668-5671)

36 E ' Tudor has no objection to the
'?‘enousrfej EF\?;luLll;{iolrjerSnlll(;:r(I)lr;f; ‘ %drﬁl_is_sibﬂli;% Of(]E?]lEE]I(i)n(tjigfg% I8)§IS))OSitli)0n

- xhibit - , ut

Confidential Analysis requests that the Defendants correct
Worksheet for Rachel Tudor the bates range cited in their exhibit
signed by Lucretia Scoufos list to avoid confusion.
dated 1/14/2010) (DEF5075-
5076)(Plaintiff’s Depo Exhibit
#126)

37 | Paula Smith Allen email to John | This document is irrelevant, unfairly

Mischo dated 11/3/2008 RE:

prejudicial, and potentially confusin
and should be excluded under FR
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Tenure and Promotion of Dr.
Tudor (DEF5077)

402 and/or 403.

38 : : The document described 1s not
Lucretia Scoufos email to Ross | it (e L 60 Rchibit 148,
Walkup dated 1/3/2011 . Tudor has no objection to the
RE: FW: Tenure and Promotion | admissibility of Plaintiff’'s Deposition
Report (DEF5078)(Plaintiff’s Exhibit 148 or to the document
D Exhibit described here (which is Bates

€po Lxni numbered DEF5078) but Tudor
#148) requests that the Defendants amend
this entry on their exhibit list to

avold confusion.

39 | Acknowledgement of Receipt
dated 10/7/2010 of
Memorandum from Doug
McMillan dated 10/5/2010 with
Handwritten note of Lucretia
Scoufos that Rachel Tudor
refused to sign in the presence of
Randy Prus (DEF5079)

40 | Portfolio Transmittal Form for
Rachel Tudor dated 10/15/2009
and signed as reviewed by Lisa
Coleman on 11/18/09; John
Mischo on 11/29/09; Lucretia
Scoufos on 1/14/2010; and Doug
McMillan on 2/10/2010
(DEF5080)

41 | Rachel Tudor email to Doug
McMillan and copy to John
Mischo dated 2/19/2010 RE:

Tenure;
ATTACHMENT: Letter to
Doug McMillan from Rachel
Tudor (DEF5095-5097) . .
42 | Email string between Doug The document description does not
. match the Bates range. There is an
Mchll.an to Rachel Tudor and email string dated 2/19/2010 at
Lucretia Scoufos dated DEF5098-5100 = but the other
2/19/2010 RE: Tenure (DEF5098- | documents 1in the identified Bates
) range are not part of that email
5107 string.
43 | Rachel Tudor email to Lucretia | Lhe document described 1s Plaintiff’s

Scoufos and copy to John Mischo
dated 2/19/2010 RE: Tenure;

Deposition Exhibit 96, not 97. Tudor
does not object to the admissibility of
Plaintiff's Deposition Exhibits 96
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ATTACHMENT: Scoufos.docx
(DEF5108-5110)(Plaintiff’s Depo
Exhibits #96 and #97)

and 97 but requests that Defendants
clarify which document they intend
to mark as Defendants’ Exhibit 43.

44 | Acknowledgment of Receipt of
4/29/2010 letter from Charles
Weiner dated 4/29/2010
RE: Decision Rendered by
Faculty Appellate Committee
(DEF5122) .
45 : Tudor has no objection to the
ghzﬂeg Weﬁ‘j;éj’;gefot%g?c}lel admissibility of Plaintiffs Deposition
udor date : Exhibit 45 (EEOC183-908), but
Decision Rendered by Faculty requests that the Defendants correct
Appellate Committee (DEF5123- the Bates.rangefmt_ed in their exhibit
5124)(Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit | 5t t0 avoid confusion.
#45)
46 | Bryon Clark email to Rachel The Bates range does not match the
Tudor: Copied to: D document  description. If the
udor; Copled to- Doug Defendants intended to identify
McMillan; Ross Walkup; Charla | documents Bates numbered
Hall; James Knapp; Larry DEF5156-5157, Tudor would have no
Prather dated 2/11/2011 objection.
RE: Response to 7 Feb. 2011 e-
mail
ATTACH: Addition to Grievance
Policy 24 Jan 2011; Grievance
Policy Section
4.4.6 APPM; Tudor Grievance
dated 11 October 2010;
Response to Policy Change
(DEF5156-5127)
47 Tudor has no objection to the

Memorandum from Bryon Clark
to Doug McMillan dated
2/22/2011

RE: Appeal of Faculty
Appellate Committee’s
Recommendation in the Rachel
Tudor Grievance Concerning
the 2010-2011 Decision not to
Allow her Application for
Tenure and Promotion
(DEF5158)(Plaintiff’s Depo
Exhibit #75)

admissibility of Plaintiff’s Deposition
Exhibit 75 (DEF1331), but requests
that the Defendants correct the
bates range cited in their exhibit list
to avoid confusion.
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48 : Tudor has no objection to the

IC{? Chlf gTuc(lior /ZI/I;%I; I © Bry(l)qr.l admissibility of Plaintiff’s Deposition

ark dated 3 attaching | Fxhibit 76 (DEF1332-1337), but

3/4/2011 Appeal RE: Appeal requests that the Defendants correct

(DEF5159-5164)(Plaintiff's Depo the Bates range cited in their exhibit
FExhibit #76) list to avoid confusion.

49 Tudor has no objection to the

pachel Tudor letter 0 Ly | o dmissibility of Plaintiffs Deposition
nks, Copled to: Randy Frus | Fxhibit 56 (DEF1158-1175), but
dated 8/30/2010 RE: requests that the Defendants correct
Improprieties and Due Process the Bates range cited in their exhibit
Bt sl Somma g list to avoid confusion.
Administrators in Tenure and
Promotion Process (DEF5617-
5634)(Plaintiff’s Depo Exhibit
#56) Tud h b h
50 | Lucretia Scoufos email to Doug udor has mno objection to the
. i admissibility of Plaintiff’s Deposition
McMillan dated 10/7/2010 RE: | Exhibit 14 (DEF1148-1150), but
Rachel Tudor requests that the Defendants correct
(DEF5189)(Plaintiff's Depo the Bates range cited in their exhibit
Exhibit #14) list to avoid confusion.

51 | Complaint from Rachel Tudor to %gggg oo & btehg t ggerilgagg
Claire Stubblefield; Copied to intended to identify the documents
Randy Prus; dated 8/30/2010 Bates numbered DEF5213-5218,
(DEF8213-5218) Tudor has no objection.

52 | Rachel Tudor email to Bryon
Clark dated 2/7/2011 RE:

Response to Policy Change
ATTACH: Amended Faculty
Grievance Policy (DEF5256-
5258)

53 | Lucretia Scoufos email to Ross
Walkup dated 1/3/2011
RE: Rachel Tudor’s AY 2009-10
Departmental File (DEF5266)

54 | Lucretia Scoufos email to Lisa
Coleman dated 5/9/2011 RE:

FW: Tenure and Promotion
Report (DEF5287)
55 The description of the 5/9/2011

William Fridley email string
with Kenneth Chinn dated
5/9/2011 RE: Rachel Tudor
(DEF5288-5293)

email’s subject line is inaccurate.
Additionally, the Bates range cited
contains documents other than the
email chain described. Tudor has no

10
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objection to the admissibility of
DEF5288-5293, but requests that
the  Defendants  correct  the
description cited in their exhibit list
to avoid confusion.

56

William Fridley letter to Kathy
Nusz dated 4/8/2012

RE: EEOC Request for Faculty
Senate Documentation
Pertaining to Dr. Tudor
(DEF5317)

o'/

Charles Weiner, Rachel Tudor
email string dated 3/4/2010 RE:
Faculty Appeal (DEF5320)

58

Larry Minks letter to Rachel
Tudor dated 3/25/2011

RE: Appeal Review regarding
the rejection of Dr. Tudor’s
Tenure and Promotion
Application
(DEF5321)(Plaintiff’s Depo
Exhibit #77)

Tudor has no objection to the
admissibility of Plaintiff’s Deposition
Exhibit 77 (DEF5687), but requests
that the Defendants correct the
bates range cited in their exhibit list
to avoid confusion.

59

Rachel Tudor letter to Lucretia
Scoufos dated 4/6/2010

RE: Offer with handwritten
notes by Lucretia Scoufos dated
4/7/2010 (EEOC914)(Plaintiff’s
Depo Exhibit #151)

60

Larry Minks Memorandum to
Rachel Tudor dated 4/21/2010
RE: Application for Tenure and
Promotion to Associate Professor
(DEF5327)

This appears to be duplicative to
Exhibit 30 (which Tudor suggests,
above, that Defendants correct to the
document, Bates numbered
DEF4771). Tudor has no objection to
the admissibility of DEF4771.

61

Rachel Tudor letter titled “In re:
Dr. Weiner’s letter” (DEF5328)

62

Charles Weiner letter to Rachel
Tudor dated 4/29/2010
(DEF5329-5330)

This 1s duplicative of Exhibit 45.

63

Rachel Tudor letter to Larry
Minks dated 5/7/2010 RE:
Appeal (DEF5331)(Plaintiff’s
Depo Exhibit #54)

Tudor has no objection to the
admissibility of Plaintiff’s Deposition
Exhibit 54 (EEOC185), but requests
that the Defendants correct the
bates range cited in their exhibit list

11
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to avoid confusion.

64 | Rachel Tudor email to William
Fridley; Christopher Moretti;
Dennis Brewster; George Jacox;
Halet Poovey dated 11/9/2010
(DEF5332)
65 | DOE letter to Larry Minks dated | The Bates range does not match the
10/12/2010 RE: OCR Dock document  described. If the
. ocket Defendants intend to offer the
#07102099 (DEF5333-5342) document Bates numbered
DEF5335-5342, Tudor does not
object.
66 | EEOC letter to Charles Babb This docufgnent 1Was written In the
. context of settlement negotiations
dated 3/14/2013 RE: Rachel during the EEOC’s conciliation
Tudor v. SEOSU — EEOC process. 11It 1S f&}lSp 1rr(reI}}elvant. and
. - - otentia contusing. us, 1t 1s
Chaige(ggglbeif&%%igfll ?nadmissi le under %‘RE 402, 403,
00849 53 and/or 408. This version of the
document also has unidentified
highlighting and handwriting that is
Irll‘ee(llrsay.h - .
67 ; : udor has no objection to the
plamre Stubblefield memo 0 | admissibility of Plaintiffs Deposition
ucretia Scoulos dated S Exhibit 20 (DEF1106-1107) and
RE: Important Information Plaintiff's Deposition Exhibit 35
Regarding EEOC Charge (DEF1106-1107), which are the same
hine D R : document. Similarly, Tudor does not
attaching Document Retention | ohject to the admissibility of
Notice Pursuant to Charge of Plaintiff's Deposition Exhibit 113
Discrimination (DEF5348- (EEOC825-829). However, Tudor
5351)(Attachment is Plaintiff requests that the Defendants correct
achment 1s tlalntilt 1 the hates range cited in their exhibit
Depo Exhibits #20; #35; #113) list to av}(l)ld confusugn. -
68 ; Tudor has no objection to the
?riflon.%ark i/r[ni/lll. ltio chhe(li admissibility of Plaintiff’s Deposition
udor; Doug McMillan date Exhibit 72 (DEF5672), but requests
1/31/2011 RE: Tudor Grievance |that the Defendants correct the
dated 10/11/2010 bates range cited in their exhibit list
(DEF5361)(Plaintiff's Depo to avoid confusion.
Exhibit #72) .
69 _ There 1s a typo in the description o
Brya}il Clgrk d Ra;gﬁ;;gﬁ this exhibit; Tudor requests that
emall string date | Defendants correct the description
RE: Response to 2/7/2011 email | with the proper spelling of Bryon
with attachments (DEF5365- Clark’s name to avoid confusion.
5373)
70 Tudor has no objection to the

Larry Minks letter to Rachel
Tudor dated 2/21/2011
RE: Appeal of the Findings and

admissibility of Plaintiff’s Deposition
Exhibit 132 (DEF1300), but requests
that the Defendants correct the

12
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Conclusions on Gender
Discrimination Complaint
(DEF5386)(Plaintiff's Depo
Exhibit #132)

Bates range cited in their exhibit list
to avoid confusion.

71 | Complaint by Rachel Tudor Tudor has mo objection to the

dated 8/30/2010 (DEF5388- admissibility of the first six pages of

a : Plaintiff's Exhibit 55 (DEF1279-
5394)(First 6 pages of 1284), but requests that Defendants
Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit #55) SO ot BTIET TmRag et i G

72 | Claire Stubblefield letter to The document description does not
Rachel Tudor RE: Receipt of match the Bates range.

Complaint (DEF5396)

73 hel ' Tudor has no objection to the
fiache] fLudor letter fo Clatre | admissibility of Plaintiffs Exhibit

UDLIELIEN date : 108 (EEOC37-39), but requests that

RE: Additional Information Defendants correct the Bates range

(DEF5397-5399)(Plaintiff's Depo | cited in their exhibit list to avoid
Exhibit #108) confusion.

74 | Amended Complaint by Rachel |Tudor has mno objection to the

admissibility of Plaintiff’s Exhibit

Tudor dated 10/28/2010 110 (DEF1290-1296), but requests

(DEF5400-5406)(Plaintiff’'s Depo |that Defendants correct the Bates

Exhibit 110) range cited in their exhibit list to

%‘V(gd corlllfusmn. - .

75 hel T 1 udor has no objection to the

pachel Tudor lettor fo Larry | admissibility of Plaintiffs Exhibit
Inks date 131 (DEF1297-1299), but requests

RE: Appeal of Dr. that Defendants correct the Bates

Stubblefield’s Findings and range cited in their exhibit list to

: avold confusion.

Conclusions on Gender

Discrimination Complaint

(DEF5407-5409)(Plaintiff's Depo

Exhibit #131)

76 er- Tudor has no objection to the
Chal.“llei We“ae]i Ifia;f‘leé /ggfgr admissibility of Plaintiffs Exhibit 57
émall string date (EEOC31-33), but requests that
FW: Faculty Appeal (DEF5420- | Defendants correct the Bates range
5423)(Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit | cited in their exhibit st to avoid
#57) ‘

77 There are typos in the description of

Lurcretia Scoufos letter to Doug
McMillan dated 1/12/2010

RE: Recommendation to deny
tenure and to give Rachel Tudor,
a one-year termination
appointment at the rank of
Assistant Professor in the

this exhibit. Tudor requests that
Defendants correct the description
with the proper spelling of Lucretia
Scoufos’s name to avoid confusion.
Tudor also requests that the title of
the email be corrected to read: “RE:
Recommendation to deny tenure and
to give Rachel J. Tudor, Ph.D., a one-

13
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Department of English,
Humanities and Languages for
the 2010-2011 Academic Year
(DEF5424)(Plaintiff’s Depo
Exhibit #100)

year terminal appointment at the
rank of Assistant Professor in the
Department of English, Humanities
ang Languages for the 2010-2011
Academic Year.”

Additionally, Tudor has no objection
to the admissibility of Plaintiff’'s
Exhibit 100 (DOJ150), but requests
that Defendants correct the Bates
range cited in their exhibit list to
avoid confusion.

78 ; : Tudor has no objection to the
gacﬁg rg“fé’gemgﬂlg‘;%glfg admissibility, of Plaintffs Exhibit
tubble 1eld ate 105 (EEOC36), but requests that
RE: Retaliation Defendants correct the Bates range
(DEF5426)(Plaintiff's Depo cited in their exhibit list to avoid
Exhibit #105) confusion.
79 | Virginia Parrish email to Claire | Lhis Bates range appears to have a
Stubblefield dated 11/16/2010 typographical error. If Defendants
tubblefield date 6 intended the Bates range to be
RE: Tenure and Promotion DEF5451-5452, Tudor has no
Portfolio (DEF5451-5152) objection to this exhibit.
80 ; : Tudor has no objection to the
11\‘/[‘“1:\1/'[‘?&13 Sgoufgs erf‘al/l to Doug | missibility of Plaintiffs Fxhibit
civiitian ate.z 11/30/2010 101 (EEOC63-64), but requests that
FW: Article with attachment Defendants correct the Bates range
(DEF5453-5464)(Portion of cited in their exhibit list to avoid
Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit confusion.
#101)
81 | Rachel Tudor email to Claire
Stubblefield dated 9/14/2010
RE: Scoufos Letter (DEF5467)
82 | Sample Application Portfolio for
Promotion to Associate
Professor Rank with Tenure
Status (DEF5835-5846)
83 This entry 1s left blank on
Defendants’ Final Exhibit List. See
ECF Doc. 114 at 8.
84 | Academic Policies and
Procedures 2014-2015
(DEF5863-6029) Example to be
used in the event injunctive
relief 1s order.
85 | Academic Policies and

14




Case 5:15-cv-00324-C Document 176 Filed 09/22/17 Page 15 of 32

Procedures (DEF6030-6180)

86 | Temporary and Supplemental
Salary Schedules 2011-2012
(DEF6183) = . -
87 T Tudor has no objection to the
i e Sdmissibility of Plaintits Exhibit 34
ppendix L (DEF6955-6956), but re]guests that
Source: Policy Manual of Board | Defendants correct the Bates range
of RUSO, Sec. 4.6)(DEF6184- c1tefgl in their exhibit list to avoid
6185)(Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit | “O™Usom:
#34)
88 | Faculty Development and
Evaluation Criteria — Appendix
D (DEF6186) .
89 There 1s a typo in the description o
Ca;cla]éog f . Fgcul(tjy.De\./elopment this exhibit; Tudor requests that
and Hvaluation Criteria — Defendants correct the description to
Appendix B (DEF6187-6193) read “Catalog of aculty
Development and Evaluation
Criteria — Appendix E” to avoid
confusion.
90 | Faculty Development Agreement
— Appendix F (DEF6194)
91 | SEOSU Faculty Development
and Evaluation Summary —
Appendix G (DEF6195-6197)
92 | Portfolio Transmittal Form
(DEF6203) — o
93 ; There 1s a typo in Defendants’ Bate
Gty Conway momo to Hlaire | range | for ° this exhibiti Tudor
tubbletield date . " | requests that Defendants correct it
EEOC Information Required — to DEF6204 to avoid confusion.
Dr. Rachel Tudor
Transmittal of Copies of all
documents in Charging Party’s
Personnel File (6204) -
94 ' This Bates range contains more than
Bfeélgf(l)tsfl’ljf(z%rEPr?;ngi_gglzgl)oyees just the Benefit Programs for
0 mployees of SEOSU documents.
Tudor does not, however, object to the
admissibility of any documents within
the Bates range DEF6591-6623.
95

Follow-Up Faculty
Development Agreement 2005-
2006 — School of Arts and
Letters dated 9/8/2006

15
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(DEF7183-7184)

96 | Follow-Up Faculty Development | 1he description of this document 1s
A t 2005-2006 — School | \naccurate. This is not a “Follow-Up”
greemen — SCR00 agreement. Other than this error in
of Arts and Letters dated the description, Tudor does not
11/4/2005 (DEF7185- object to this exhibit.
7186)(Plaintiff’s Depo Exhibit
#81)

97 - This description 1s 1naccurate.

Eam(lilty g%‘;ig;ggi)%nt(DFE?ggYST Additionally, Tudor has no objection

p dated 9/ i to the admissibility of Plaintiff’s
7188)(Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit | Exhibit 81 (EEOCS801-804), but
#81) requests that Defendants correct the
Bates range cited in their exhibit list

:clghavmddconfusmn.

98 - 18 escription 1s 1naccurate.

EOHOIN Up Faiﬂty 2006- Additionally, Tudor has no objection
evelopment Agreement 200 to the admissibility of Plaintiff’s
2007 — School of Arts and Exhibit 82 (EEOC791-793), but
Letters dated 9/28/2007 requests that .DeO{'end%nt.s correct f.he
.. t t t t st
(DEF7189-7191)(Plaintiff's Depo b e B T o, [ PHELE GBI 48
Exhibit #82)

99 | Follow-Up Faculty This description 1s inaccurate.

Development Agreement 2006-
2007 — School of Arts and
Letters dated 9/8/2006

(DEF7192-7193)

100 | Follow-Up Faculty This description 1s inaccurate.

Development Agreement 2007-
2008 — School of Arts and
Letters signed but not dated

(DEF7197-7199)

101 Tudor has no objection to the
SEOBU Faculty Development |, qissibility of Plaintiff's Exhibit 83
and Kvaluation Summary for | (FEQ(C781-782), but requests that
Rachel Tudor dated 10/30/2008 | Defendants correct the Bates range
_ Evaluation Period 2007-2008 |cited in their exhibit list to avoid
(DEF7200-7201)(Plaintiffs el
Depo Exhibit #83)

102 Follow-Up Faculty This description 1s inaccurate.
Development Agreement 2007-

2008 — School of Arts and
Letters dated 9/28/2007
(DEF7202-7203)
103 The description of this document is

Follow-Up Faculty

lnaccurate because it 1s not a

16
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Development Agreement 2008- ZFOHOW_U%” Faculty Development
2009 — School of Arts and EXCCHEAL.
Letters dated 10/7/2008
(DEF7204-7205)
104 ; Tudor has no objection to the
Eac‘fltyt.mel‘glmﬁa?% T(fn‘“"e admissibility of Plaintiffs Exhibit
valuation ot hachel Ludor 127 (DEF7703-7704), but requests
(DEF7703-7704)(Plaintiff’'s Depo | that Defendants correct the Bates
Exhibit #127) range cited in their exhibit list to
avold confusion. .
105 | Screening Committee Packet for | This  packet 1s irrelevant and
Faculty Positi ¢t SEOSU I%otentlally confusing to the jury.
e he packet apﬁ)ears to have been
(DEF7705-7730) created after the conclusion of Dr.
Tudor’s employment at Southeastern
based on the dates on some of the
pages. Furthermore, the packet
concerns the hiring process at
Southeastern which is not at issue in
this case. This packet should be
excluded under FRE 402 and/or 403.
106 | SEOSU Policy Presentation on
Sexual Harassment (DEF7731-
DEF7772)
107 | Sexual Harassment and Anti- According to the first page of these
Discriminati : presentation materials, they were
1scrimination presentation repared in 2015, long after Dr.
(DEF7773-7809) Ii’u(for stopped  working  at
Southeastern. Thus, it should be
excluded  as  irrelevant and
potentially misleading under FRE
402 and/or 403.
108 | Sexual Harassment Training for | Lhese training materials were
Greek O zations (DEF7810- | Pre ared for Greek organizations
reex Urganizations and Greek organizations are not at
7830) 1ssue 1n this case. Thus, these
materials are irrelevant, could
confuse the jury, and should be
%icluded under Fd Ei 4()21 and/or 4'11‘031.
109 : o 1s training module relates to Title
ﬁch&e?c I()S%?;?Seﬁ ’;';‘Zg;nmg IX and Southeastern’s athletic
Oduies department. There is no Title IX
claim in this case and nothing that
occurred in the case relates to the
athletic department.  Thus, this
training module is irrelevant, could
confuse the jury, and should be
excluded under FRE 402 and/or 403.
110 Based on the content of these

Title IX Overview for Mandatory
Training (DEF7849-DEF7866)

training materials, they were
I?‘re(i)ared in or after 2012 and Dr.
udor separated from Southeastern
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114

(DEF8896-8897)

mm  2011. Furthermore, these
materials relate to Title IX and there
1s no Title IX claim in this case.
Thus, these materials are irrelevant,
could confuse the jury, and should be
excluded under FRE 402 and/or 403.

ATIXA Campus Title IX
Coordinator and Admin. Train.
& Cert. Course (DEF7889-
DEF8180)

Appreciating, Accepting, and
Celebrating Differences

Through Tolerance... DEF8205-
DEF8229)

February 27, 2006 email from
Cathy Conway re: test group
Sexual Harassment Training

List of SE Sexual Harassment

Training Presentation attendees
(DEF8904-8910)(Plaintiff’'s Depo
Exhibit #41)

18
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Academic Policies Final as of 11-
11-04 (DEF10627-10796)

122 | Academic Policies Final as of
1/10/2005 (DEF9427-9597)

Academic Policies Final as of 1s entry on Defendants’ exhibit

list was erroneously not allocated an
1/19/2005 (DEF9769-9940) exhibit number. Tudor requests that

Defendants correct this error in their
exhibit list to avoid confusion.

Academaic Policies Final as of
10/18/2005 (DEF10114-10287)

127 | Academic Policies and
Procedures manual 8/5/2008

(DEF9107-9225)

129 | Academic Policies and
Procedures manual 2014-2015
(DEF11576-11742) |

Email from The Chronicle 1s email 1s a newsletter that has
(DEF13016-13018) no relation to this case. It also
contains unfairly prejudicial content.

It should be excluded under FRE 802
because it 1s hearsay; under FRE

19
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402 because 1t 1s irrelevant; and FRE
403 because it is unfairly prejudicial,
could confuse the jury, and has no
probative value.

132

Candidate’sLetter in Support...’

with comments by Dr. Randy
Prus (DEF13019-
13023)(Plaintiff's Depo Exhibit
#10)

>

133

Documents received from
schools cited by Intervenor as
places to which post-SEOSU
applications were made for
employment (DEF13024-13449)

Tudor objects to documents Bates
numbered DEF13359-13409. These
are documents related to Tudor’s
employment at Oklahoma University
that pre-dates her employment at
Southeastern. The documents should
be excluded under FRE 402 and/or
403 because they are irrelevant,
potentially confusinﬁ to the jury, and
contain potentia prejudicial
information. (Defendants produced
two different sets of documents both
Bates numbered DEF13024-13032.
Tudor understands which set the
Defendants intend to use as an
exhibit based on the description they
have provided but wants to note this
Bates numbering error to avoid any
confusion.)

Tudor also objects to documents in
the range DEF13024-13449 that are
clearly unrelated to this case
because they pertain to persons with
a similar name to Tudor (and/or her
previous names) but they clearly are
not records pertinent to Tudor. For
example: Ohio Christian University
Documents (DEF13318-13329) and
Moraine Valley Communit Colleﬁe
(DEF13353-13358) are both records
of undergraduate students with
similar names to Tudor but clearly
not Tudor given their dates of
attendance at these institutions.

134

OU Additional Response to
Subpoena Duces Tecum
(DEF13629)

Tudor objects to documents Bates
numbered DEF13629. These are
documents related to  Tudor’s
employment at Oklahoma University
that pre-dates her employment at
Southeastern. The documents should
be excluded under FRE 402 and/or
403 because they are irrelevant,
potentially confusing to the jury, and
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contain potentially prejudicial

information.

135

CV — Rachel Tudor (DEF13630-
13638)

136

Handwritten note of Claire
Stubblefield dated 10/26
(DEF13643)

137

Legal Briefing: Respectful
Workplace dated 3/6/2012 by
Charlie Babb (DEF13647-13667)

These training materials relate to a
training given after Dr. Tudor
separated from Southeastern. Thus,
they are irrelevant and potentially
misleading. They should be excluded
under FRE 402 and/or 403.

138

Legal Briefing: Helping Create
a Respectful Workplace dated
4/19-20/2006 by Charlie Babb
(DEF13668-13671)

139

DOE letter to Larry Minks dated
9/15/2010 RE: OCR Docket
#07102099 (DOE000003)

140

Note regarding 6/1/2007 call
with Dr. Tudor about policies
(DOJ000009)

141

Corie Delashaw letter to Tenure
Review Committee

RE: Dr. Rachel
Tudor/Application for Tenure
(DOJ000015)

142

Louis Lopez email to Rachel
Tudor dated 7/24/2013 copied to
Allan Townsend RE: EEOC
Charge at DOJ (DOJ000134)

This document 1s 1rrelevant and
should be excluded under FRE 402.

143

Allan Townsend email to Rachel
Tudor dated 8/13/2013 RE:
EEOC Charge at DOJ
(DOJ000135-136)

This document 1s 1irrelevant and
should be excluded under FRE 402.

144

Rachel Tudor email to Allan
Townsend dated 8/13/2013 RE:
EEOC Charge at DOJ
(DOJ000137-139)

This document 1s 1rrelevant and
should be excluded under FRE 402.

145

Allan Townsend email to Rachel
Tudor dated 8/13/2015 RE:
EEOC Charge at DOJ

This document 1s 1irrelevant and
should be excluded under FRE 402.
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(DOJ000140-142)

146 : This document 1is i1rrelevant and
jachel Tudor emau fo JWlan | should be excluded under FRE 402.
EEOC Charge at DOJ
(DOJ00143-146)

147 | Rachel Tudor email to Allan
Townsend dated 8/15/2013 RE:

September 26, 2010 email
(DOJ000147)

148 | Rachel Tudor email to Allan
Townsend dated 8/16/2013 RE:

Scoufos letters (DOJ000149) 1 .

149 : This document 1s i1rrelevant an
g‘{s\?vzeslerrrlg%iogtgin?lll/;%ggi :1;1 RE: should be excluded under FRE 402.
Decision? (DOJ000152) : .

150 | Allan Townsend email to Rachel | This document 1s irrelevant an
Tudor dated 11/27/2013 copied to should be excluded under FRE 402.
Louis Lopez RE: Decision?

(DOJ000153-154) o .

151 | EEOC Request for Information | No party produced documents Bates

) numbered DOJ01663-1674. Tudor
regarding Charge #564-2011- is unable to determine what these
00849 outlining issues documents are and, thus, objects to
(DOJ01663-1674) preserve her rights.

152 ; ; thi No party produced a document Bates
gotlczof I;lilg/;%ls; € within 90 numbered DOJ004574. Tudor is

ays date unable to determine what this
(DOJ004574) document is and, thus, objects to
preserve her rights. If Defendants
mtended to 1dentify the document
Bates numbered EEOC004574,
Tudor would not object to that

1(iIocument. Tood d -

153 : ; o party produced documents Bates
FDE(%C aeterf’zmat)m letter numbered DO0J004576-4577. Tudor

00457645717 1s unable to determine what these
documents are and, thus, objects to
preserve her rights. If Defendants
mtended to identify the documents
Bates numbered EEOC004576-4577,
Tudor would have no objection.

154 No party produced documents Bates

EEOC Charge of Discrimination
signed by Rachel
Tudor(DOJ4592-4593)

numbered DO0J4592-93. Tudor is
unable to determine what these
documents are and, thus, objects to
preserve her rights. If Defendants

intended to identify the documents
Bates numbered EEOC004592-4593,
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155 | EEOC Charge of Discrimination | N0 party produced documents Bates

dated 7/6/211 (DOJ004595-4596) | Dumbered DOJ004595-96, Tucor s

documents are and, thus objects to
preserve her rig hts. If Deféndants
intended to identif the documents
Bates numbered EEOC004595-4596,
Tudor objects on the basis of
hearsay. The draft charge Bates
numbered EEOC004595-96 1s
unsigned and, thus, is not a
statement of Tudor.

157 | Medical records produced by
Rachel Tudor in Discovery
(P1000428-432)

Cary Isreal with Collin College
Memorandum to Rachel Tudor

159 | SEOSU Payroll Advise for

1/1/2011 — 1/31/2011 for Rachel

dated 9/3/2014 RE:
Compensation 2014-2015

Tudor (P1000452) %
(P1000454)
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8/12/2014 and ending May
2016 signed by Rachel Tudor
on 4/22/2015 (P1000455-456)

163 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of James
Knapp (EEOC4798-4799) S—

164 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten The Investigator’s

: . handwritten notes taken during the
notes of EEOC interview of questioning of Doug McMillan are
Doug McMillan (EEOC4821- irrelevant and potentially confusing
4829) to the jury. The 1nvestigator

recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus,
the(fe Frﬁ)]‘ic]eiozshoglld 41())% excluded
under and/or .

165 : The EEOC investigator’s notes of
EEOC Typ?d Questlon.s for questions she planned to ask Dr.
Doug McMillan Interview McMillan are  irrelevant and
(EEOC4815-4817) otentially confusing to the jury.

he investigator recorded the
interview and, thus, the actual
content of the interview may be
confused with these notes. hus,
thedse FI]lngt]eZOZShog/ld 4]8?3 excluded

under and/or .
166 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes | ihe ~~ EEOC investigator’s
FEEOC ; : 1, handwritten notes taken during the
¢ Interview ot Larry questioning of Larry Minks are
Minks on 2/8/2012 (EEOC4811- | irrelevant and potentially confusing
4814) to the jury. The 1nvestigator
recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus,
the(fe Frﬁ)]‘ic]eiozshoglld 41())% excluded

under and/or .

167 ’ : The EEOC Investigator’s
Kfaé}];]%%u.sz > h?ndwfl,ﬂt;tin notes handwritten notes taken during the
oL Interview of John questioning of John Mischo are
Mischo on 2/8/2012 (EEOC4835- | irrelevant and potentially confusing
4838) to the jury. The 1nvestigator

recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus,
thedse FI]lngt]eZOZShog/ld 4]8?3 excluded
under and/or .

168 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Virginia
Parrish (EEQOC4777-4780)

169

Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Larry
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Prather (EEQC4791-4793)

170 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Randy Prus
(EEOC4769-4771)
171 ’ : The EEOC Investigator’s
Kfa%%’ é\I él 5% 5 ha.ndw?’ﬂ:en notes handwritten notes taken during the
0 Interview ot Lucretia | qyestioning of Lucretia Scoufos are
Scoufos (EEOC4843-4858) irrelevant and potentially confusing
to the jury. The 1nvestigator
recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus
these notes should be excluded
%ﬁder FREEALE(J)(Z) élnd/or 403.
172 ’ ; e Investigator’s
I{faé%%%qsiSh?ndW;%?n notes handwritten notes taken during the
Ol L INLEIVIEW Of Wilma questioning of Wilma Shires are
Shires (EEOC4776) irrelevant and potentially confusing
to the jury. The 1nvestigator
recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus,
these notes should be excluded
under FRE 402 and/or 403.
173 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Mark
Spencer (EEOC4785-4790)
174 ’ : The EEOC Investigator’s
Kfaé%%lgu.szts h?ndwflgiep notes handwritten notes taken during the
v (INLELVIEW Of Lialre questioning of Claire Stubblefield
Stubblefield on 2/8/2012 are irrelevant and potentially
(EEOC4830-4834) confusing to the jury. ~ The
investigator recorded the interview
and, thus, the actual content of the
Iinterview may be confused with
these notes. Thus, these notes
should be excluded under FRE 402
and/or 403.
175 Tudor objects because the Bates

Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Ross
Walkup (EEOC4807-4820)

range for these notes is incorrect.
The notes for the Walkup interview
are Bates numbered EEOC4807-08.

Tudor also objects because the
EEOC investigator’s handwritten
notes taken during the questionin

of Ross Walkup are irrelevant an
l?‘otentially confusing to the jury.
he investigator recorded the
interview and, thus, the actual
content of the interview may be
confused with these notes. hus,
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these notes should be excluded
under FRE 402 and/or 403.

176 | Kathy Nusz's handwritten The —  EKEOC investigator’s
£ EEOC interview of handwritten notes taken during the
notes o ! questioning of Charles Weiner are
Charles Weiner on 2/8/2012 1rre1e\}71ant and po’gﬁrlltlally confusing
- to the jury. e 1nvestigator
UBOCEs ), recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus,
these notes should be excluded

under FRE 402 and/or 403.

177 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Caryn
Witten (EEOC4767-4768)

178 ’ : The EEOC Iinvestigator’s
Kfaé%%lgu.sz ° h{mdwf]fgcten notes handwritten notes taken during the
of ELOC interview ot Jane questioning of Jane McMillan are
McMillan (EEOC4794-4797) irrelevant and potentially confusing

to the jury. The 1nvestigator
recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus
these notes should be excluded
under FRE 402 and/or 403.

179 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten
notes of EEOC interview of
William Fridley (EEOC4802-

4806)

180 | Kathy Nusz’'s handwritten
notes of EEOC interview of
Margaret Cotter-Lynch
(EEOC4867-4872) .

181 ’ : The EEO Investigator’s
Kfaé}];]}ggu.sz S hgndwz%terlll notes handwritten notes taken during the
0 Interview ot Cathy questioning of Cathy Conway are
Conway on 2/8/2012 irrele\}/lant and potrIe‘}I;tlally confusing

- to the jury. e 1nvestigator
(EEOC4809-4810) recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus,
these notes should be excluded

under FRE 402 and/or 403.

182 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes %}(;?en d%i’gcis }Illéléréberide;a}crillgd thig
of EEOC interview of Lisa incomplete. Ms. Nusz’s notes of her

Coleman (EEOC4762-4764)

mterview of Dr. Coleman are at
EEOC4762-4766. All pages should
be included for sake of completeness.
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183 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes | As a threshold matter, Ms. Nusz’s
FEFOC ; . fB notes of Dr. Clark’s interview
0 Interview ot bryon contain more pages than the Bates
Clark (EEOC4818) number range that the Defendants
have identified. The notes are at
EE04818-4820. All pages should be
included for sake of completeness.
However, the EEOC investigator’s
handwritten notes taken during the
questioning of Bryon Clark are
irrelevant and potentially confusing
to the jury. The 1nvestigator
recorded the interview and, thus, the
actual content of the interview may
be confused with these notes. Thus
these notes should be excluded
under FRE 402 and/or 403.
184 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Janet
Barker (EEOC4783-4784)
185 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Teresa
Anderson (EEOC4781-4782)
186 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Daniel
Althoff (EEOC4772-4773)
187 | Kathy Nusz’s handwritten notes
of EEOC interview of Paula
Allen (EEOC4774-47175)
188 | Transcript and Audio of EEOC | Tudor does not know what transcript
I : f Ross Walk the Defendants are referring to here.
nterview of koss Walkup Transcripts of interviews were not
produced in discovery.
189 | Transcript and Audio of EEOC | LTudor does not know what transcript
: hn Misch the Defendants are referring to here.
Interview John Mischo Transcripts of interviews were not
produced in discovery. .
190 | Transcript and Audio of EEOC | Tudor does not know what transcript
I : ‘B Clark the Defendants are referring to here.
nterview ot bryon Clar Transcripts of interviews were not
produced in discovery.
191 | Transcript and Audio of EEOC | Tudor does not know what transcript
I . £ Claire Stubblefield the Defendants are referring to here.
nterview of Claire Stubbletie Transcripts of interviews were not
produced in discovery.
192 Tudor does not know what transcript

Transcript and Audio of 2/9/2012
DOJ Interview of Jane McMillan

the Defendants are referring to here.
Transcripts of interviews were not
produced in discovery. Furthermore,
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this  description 1s 1naccurate
because the EEOC conducted this
interview, not DOJ.

193 | Transcript and Audio of 2/8/2012 | Tudor does not know what transcript
. . the Defendants are referring to here.
DOJ Interview of Larry Minks | Trangeri ts of interviews were not
produced in discovery. Furthermore,
this  description 1s 1inaccurate
because the EEOC conducted this
interview, not DOJ.
194 | Transcript and Audio of 2/8/2012 | Tudor does not know what transcript
DOJ I : D the Defendants are referring to here.
Interview ot Doug Transcripts of interviews were not
McMillan produced in discovery. Furthermore,
this  description 1s inaccurate
because the EEOC conducted this
interview, not DOJ. _
195 | Transcript and Audio of 2/8/2012 | Ludor does not know what transcript
i the Defendants are referring to here.
DOJ Interview of Charles Transcripts of interviews were not
Weiner produced in discovery. Furthermore,
this  description 1s 1inaccurate
because the EEOC conducted this
interview, not DOJ.
196 | Transcript and Audio of 2/8/2012 | Ludor does not know what transcript
. the Defendants are referring to here.
DOJ Interview of Cathy Conway | Transcripts of interviews were not
produced in discovery. Furthermore,
this  description 1s inaccurate
because the EEOC conducted this
interview, not DOJ.
197 | Kathy Nusz letter to Claire
Stubblefield dated 1/5/2012
RE: Additional Information
Needed and Request to
Interview Personnel
(EEOC4743-4744)(Plaintiff’s
Depo Exhibit #43)
198 | Claire Stubblefield email to This description of the document is
Kathv Nusz dated 1/11/2012 inaccurate in that it erroneously
athy Nusz date indicates that the document is
RE: February 7th date Plaintiff’s Deposition Exhibit 43.
(EEOC4741-4742)(Plaintiff’s
Depo Exhibit #43)
199 Note: There 1s no_kExhibit 199 on
Defendants’ Final Exhibit List. See
ECF Doc. 114 at 16.
200 | Rachel Tudor email to John

Mischo dated 10/27/2009
RE: Tenure Promotion
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Lucretia Scoufos email to Ross
Walkup dated 1/3/2011

RE: Scoufos.pdf (DEF1132-
1135)(Plaintiff’'s Depo Exhibit
#139)

Randy Prus email to Lucretia
Scoufos dated 4/30/2010

RE: “Open Mic” publisher
(EEOC904)(Plaintiff’s Depo
Exhibit #154)

Defendants reserve the right to
introduce additional documents
obtained through ongoing

discovery.
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applying.

207

DOJ/EEOC documents
regarding health insurance
provided to its employees in
2007 through 2011.

The description of these documents
1s so vague that Tudor needs more
information to determine the full
breadth of her objections.

As a threshold matter, no documents
matching Defendants’ vague
description were produced by any
Eartles in this litigation. However,
ased ~on _ Defendants’ vague
description alone, Tudor objects to
these documents on the basis of FRE
402 and/or 403 because they are
irrelevant to the Jur?r’s
determination and potentially
misleading. What 1s contained in
health insurance policies available to
DOJ and EEOC employees has
absolutely no relevance to this case.
These documents could also confuse
the jury to the extent the jury
confuses them with documents
related to  Defendants’ health
insurance policies.

208

EEOC documents produced by
Grant Doty.

It 1s unclear what documents the
Defendants are referring to and the
Defendants should clarify. Tudor
reserves the right to object after she
receives further -clarification from
the Defendants.

209

Rachel Tudor’s Personnel File
from Collin College (CC1-
CC1083)

No documents matching this
description and/or bearing Bates

mark CC1-CC1083 have Dbeen
produced in this litigation.

Additionally, it 1is unclear what
documents the Defendants are
referring to and the Defendants
should clarify. Tudor reserves the
right to object after she receives
further clarification from the
Defendants.

210

All exhibits listed by Plaintiff
not objected to by Defendants.

211

All exhibits listed by
Plaintiff/Intervenor not objected
to by Defendants.

212

All documents needed for
rebuttal purposes.
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September 22, 2017

31

/s/ Ezra Young

Ezra Young (NY Bar No. 5283114)
Law Office of Ezra Young

30 Devoe, 1a

Brooklyn, NY 11211

P: 949-291-3185

F: 917-398-1849
ezraiyoung@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on September 22, 2017, I electronically filed a copy
of the foregoing with the Clerk of Court by using the CM/ECF system, which

will automatically serve all counsel of record.

/s/ Ezra Young
Ezra Young (NY Bar No. 5283114)

32



