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OF WEST VIRGINIA HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

215 PRACFSSSIONAL BUILDING
1036 QUAARRIER STREET
CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA 28301

April 6, 1979

Monsanto Company -

Nitro : s

West Virginia 25143 I
Re: ES 2-77, Whittingten vs. Monsanto

Al IT MAY CONCERN:
Herswith please find the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and the Ordar of the West Virginia Zuman Rights Camissicn in the

TC

case of Whittington vs. Monsante, ES 2-77.
irginia Adminis-

Pursuant to Article 5, Secticn 4 of the West Vi a
srative Procedures Act [West Virginiz Code: Chapter 294, Articles 3,
versely 2flscted by this final Order may Iile
ne Circuitc Court of Xanawna

Section 4] any party &d y
a petition Zor judicial review in either =
Coumty, West Virginia, or the Circuit Court cof the
petitioner resides or doss business, the judgce cf either in
vacation, wizhin thirty (30) days of receipt of this Order. II no
avpeal is filed by any party within thirzy (30) days, the Oxder is
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BEFORE THE WEST VIRGINIA HUMAN RIGITS COMMISSION
On the Cawplaint of:
VIOLET WHITTINGION,
Camplainant,
v. Docket No: ES 2-77
MONSANTO COMPANY,
Respondent.,
I.
THE PROCZEDINGS
a Pursuant to Notice of Hearing issued to Monsanto Corpany', nersirailtar
referrad to as Respendent, the above-stylad matter came on for nsirins
November 9, 1977 in Roam A of the Confersncz Center Complax, Stats Jagizol,
Charleston, West Virginia, beginning at 9:00 a.m. . This hearing was presidsd
cver by tha Foncrable Delbert Horstsmeyer, Oomissione: of the West Vizginiz
Eiman Rights Camuission and the Honorable Gail Falk, Hearing Inaminsr Ior 2
West Virginiz Human Rights Camission.
The Camplainant, Violet Whittington, appeared in perscn and by her counsel,
Susan A. Settle, Esquire and Carter Zerbe, Esquirs, Assistant Attcrmey General,
State of West Virginia and the Respondents, Monsanto Campany, Dy its counsal,
Martin M, Liszman, Esquire.
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cartain tarms and conditions of emplovment of Complainant by Respondant. Had
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, The collective bargaining agresment would have

4. Priocr to the anplovment of Complainant and two other women on or about

Nitro, West Virginia plant at least since World War II.

assicnad to the pesition of yard laborer,

6. At 2l) times pertinent to the facts o

{ -

April 19, 1276, no women had been amployed as production workers in Respondsnt's

-

this case Complainant was 2 o2

- g

baticnary employee ard was not eligible for membership in Local 12610, USE&.

7. Comzlainant bid for and was assigned to an opening in Santowhits

- - I )
1976 and &

5. Complainant was employed by Respondent on April 19, 1976 and initially

trainse. She recszived on-the-ioh training, and was primarily trained by felicy
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manscement ¢ificials thoughit would be the most experisnced and campetent.

ing was gpgropriate, and was conducted by the operators

9. M. JTittingion's job perfomance ard progress in learming during this

-

o=ricod wars acceptable or better than acceptable.

17, Cn May 19, 1976, Complainant was "gualified", which meant that manzrzmz
n2d certified har as capable of opearating the unit, Qualification did not mezn
nz2d fullv masterad the dob. Ressondant's cualification of Complainant on Man L
WwaS not an unearmen campany Traciice for a worker at Complainant's stags In s
trzining process, and was oot mokivated or influenced by Complainant's ser
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11. Beitween May 19, 1578 and June 17, 1976, Camplainant worked regularly

and exhibited better than average job attitude and willingness to work hard., Her

progress in leaming Oe coperation was average for a parson without previous

12. On June 17, 1976, Respondent discharged Camplainant.

13. Respondent's decisicn to discharge Camplainant was substantially

influenced and motivated v bias against wamen working in the role of chemical

] y 3]
prmuct:.cn WOr<ers.

.5+ contain sufficient information to determine with
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cision the earmings Camplainant would have had if she had not been terminated.
Azcording to Article XVZ- .= =he Collective Bargaining Agreement, Complainant would
hava besn entitled to czoensation at the following rates:

Jume 17, 1972 - FiTTEiker 17, 1976 $5.82 per hour first shift

5.99 second shift
6.16 third shift

September 17, 197¢ - October 1, 1976 $5.87 per hour first shift
6,04 ssecond shift

6.21 third shift

October 1, 1976 - Ssptamber 30, 1977 $6.42 first shift
6.59 secord shift

6.76 third shift

October 1, 1877 - Sspteanber 30, 1978 $7.02 first shift
7.19 secord shift

7.36 third shift

The vate of pay for the szr_cd sukssguent O Sentember 30, 1578 camnot be determined

.z - . . . T
olainzaIi woula nave zeen entitled €O Social Security credit,
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16. The amount of overtime Camplainant would have workad is speculative and

not substantial,

17. Complainant has sought other employment, and has not been gainfully

employed since June 17, 1976.

CONCLUSIONS OF LaW

1. Monsanto Campany is an "employee” within the meaning of Section 3 (a),

article 11, Chapter 5 of the Code of West Virginia.

2. Complainant is a noitizen" of West Virginia within the meaning of
rion 2, Article 11, Chapter 5 of the Code of West Virginia. On April 19, 1976,
Violet Whittington became an "amployee" of Respondent Monsanto Company within the

meaning of Section 3 (e), +icle 11, Chapter 5 of the Code of West Virginia.

3. On July 6, 1976, Complainant filed a verified camplaint properly alleging
that Respondent had engaged in one or more unlawful discriminatory practices within

the meanirg of Section 9, Article 11, Chapter 5 of the code of West Virginia.

P
N

LT
3
4. Said conplaint was timely filed within 90 days of the alleged act of

discrimination. The West Virginia Human Rights Commission has jurisdiction ovex the
parties and subject matter of this action pursuant to Sactions 8, 9 and 10, Article

11, Chapter S5 of the Cdde of West Virginia.

5. No pattern or practice of discrimination by Respondant has been alleged

or proved.

6. Respondent's qualification of Camplainant on May 19, 1976 did not unlawiul

discriminate against Complainant,



7. On June 17, 1976, Respordent discriminated against Complainant within
the meaning of Section 3 (h), Article 11, Chapter 5 of the Code of West Virginia
by excluding Camplainant by reason of sex Zram equal opportunities for training

advancament and employment at Monsanto Conpany.

8. On June 17, 1976, Respordent comitted an unlawful discriminatory
practice, within the meaning of Section 9 (a), Article 11, Chapter 5 of the Code
of West Virginia by discharging Camplainant on acoount of her sex even though

Canplainant was able and oarpetent to perfom the services required.

9. Complainant is entitled by Secticn 10, Article 11, Chapter 5 of the

wt
1IC' S

5

Code of West Virginia to reinstatement with back pay as a result of Respond

unlawful discriminatory practice.

10. In computing back pay, no overtime shall be considered, since the amount

of overtime Camplainant would have werked is speculative and insubstantial.

"11. The record contains no evidence of damage to Complainant other than the
loss of her job and campensation therefcr. In the facts of this case, back pay
and reinstatement will adequately compensate Camplainant for Respondent's unlawful
discriminatory practice.

v
REMEDY

Given a finding of discrimination by the Respordents against the Complainant,
the Carmission is faced with the responsibility of fashicning an crder that will
effsctuate the purpeses and chjectives of the Humen Rights Act, i.e. "o eliminate

all discrimination in exployment . . . by virtue of , . . sex . . ." West Virginia




In construing the Comission's remedial power, the West Virginia Suprexe

. Court of 3ppeals has stated:

"I+ ig readily discernible that e Legislature, by its recent
enactmen=s in the £ield of human rights, intended to and did
provids the Cormission the means with which to effectively
enforce the law and meaningfully implement the legislative
declaration of policy. If our society and goverrment seriously
desire to stamp out the evil of unlawful discrimination which is
symptamatic of ridled bigotry, and we belisve they do, then
it is imperative that the duty of enforcement be accorpanied by
an effective and meaningful means of enforcement. . ."

State of West Virginia Humen Rights Camnission v. Pauley, 212 S.E. 2d 77

(W. va. 1975).

In creating the order, the Commission will be guided by the principles of
preventing a recurrence of discrimination by the Respondents in the future, and of

making whole the victim of the past discrimination, the Ccmplaina.nt.

Under Section 10 of the West Virginia Human Rights Act, W. Va. Code, Sec.

5-11-10, after a finding that a Respondent has engaged or is engaging in an unlawful
discriminatory practice, "the Commission shall issue and cause to be served on such
Raspondent an order to cease and desist fram such unlawful discriminatery practice

and {(Respondent) to take such affirmative action, including but not limited to . . .

upgrading of employees, with or without backpay”.

The Supreme Court has held that cnce discrimination has been found, seniority
and backpay relief should be awarded almost automatically, and refused:
"only Zor reasons which, if apolied generally, would not frusitrace
the essential statutory purposes of eradicating discrimination
throughcut the econamy and making persons whole for injuries suffered

D) < . - . "
through zast discrimunatlon.

Mocdyv v. Albermarlse Paper Co., 422 U.S. 405 (1975); Frarnks v. 3cman Transoorta
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Note, that the difficulty of determining specific awerds does not defeat

considsration of backpay. Robinson v. Lorillard Corvoration, 444 F. 2d 791

(4t Cir, 1971), cext. den., 404 U.S. 1006 (1971); Petiway v. Z%me:‘:."ﬂ'1 Cast Iron

Pipe Company, 494 F. 2d 211 (5th Cir. 1974); Intermational Pulp Sulohite and

Papermill Workers v. Minnesota Mining and MFG Campany, 304 F. Supp 1284 (D. C,

Ind., 1969). Likowise, the Raspondents' bad or gocd intent is irrelevant in

determining a backpay award. Moody v. Albemarle Paper Co., supra.

\Y
ORDER

THERSFORE, pursuant to the above f£indings of fact, conclusions of law axd

discussion of remedy it is hereby ordered as follows:

L///, 1. The Respondent, Monsanto Campany, its officers, agents, employees,

successors, assignees and all persons and organizations in active concert or
participation with them are hereby ordared to CZASE and DESIST at all offices,
headguarters or places of business or operation of Respordent located in

West Virginia from engaging in any evployment practices which discriminate
against persons on account of their race, color, naticnal origin, religion,

-

sex, age or blindness.

 More specifically the Respondent shall:
A. Return Complainant to the level of seniority, fringe benefits
and rate of pay as if she had been working continucusly and
satisfactorily in the classification of Operator with the Operating

Division sincs Mav, 1976.



VS

2.

aid reinstatement shall be the result of joint consultation of
Respondent, Local Union 12610 representatives, the West Virginia
Human Rights Cammission and Complainant, and shall censider among
other things, Respondent's prasent production nseds, Complainant's

seniority, skills and preferencss.

Acoord Conplainant a 90-day training period to learn her initial
reinstatement job assigrment, and during this period Camplainant
shall be given adequate and appropriate trainirg by those persons

Respondent may designate.

Following Complainant's reinstatement, determine her job bidding
rights by the collective bargaining agreement based upon an

erployment date of April 19, 1976.

Tt is further ORDEFED that the Respondent shall forthwith adept and

implement the following Affimmative Action Program to eliminate the effects

of any discriminatory practices:

A.

Within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this ORCER,
Resgondent shall prepare ard distribute a written statement of
non-discriminatory policies to all of its present full-time and '
part-time employees and agents. Such statement shall include,
but is not necessarily limited to, a specific statsment that
neithar Respondent, its agents or employees, shall'discrirm'_nate
against any individual with respect o compansation, hire, tenure,

tavms, conditions or privilseges of employment because of race

()]
]

oolor, religion, naticnal origin, ancestryy, seX, age or blindness,

as provided in Chapter 5, Article 11, W, Va. Code, and that v

direct or indireck means may bs utilized to contravane such olicys



For a period of thres (3) years fram the effecitve date of this
ORDER, Respondent shall, within five days of hiring any new Zull-
time or part-time employee or agent, provide each such exployes
or agent with a copy of the statsment prepared in compliance with
paragragh 2(a) of this ORDER, generally explaining its contents

to him or to her and directing him or her to read it;

Within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this ORDER,
each present full-tirme or part-time supervisory employes or
agent shall sicn a statement indicating that he or she has besn
advised of the Respordent's non-discriminatory policies, that he
or she has read and is familiar with the statement prepared in

campliance with paragraph 2(2) of this ORDER, and that he or she

is aware that any such supervisory employee or agent who fails or
refuses to conform to these policies and practices shall be subject

to discipline, including demction, suspension, or dismissal by the

Respondent.

For a period of three (3) years fram the effective date of this
ORDER, each new full-time or part-time supervisory emgloves or
agent, within thirty days fram the camencement of his or her
employment, shall sign a statement indicating that he or she has
been advised of the Respondent's non—discriminatery policies,

that he or she has read ard is familiar with the provisions of

the statavent pregared in camplaince with paragraph 2(3) of this
ORCER, and that he or she is awars that any such superviscry =nplovs
2ils or refuses to conform o *hese policias and

(] - Yy = 3 - ~ o s < - . S S -
gractices shzll be subject to discipline, including Cemoiticn,

()]



E. As set forth in Chapter 5, Article 11, Section 17, W. vVa. Code,

the Responéant shall post ard maintzin in all its offices, or he
quarters, in a prominent plece whexre it is clearly visible, the
poster of the West Virginia Human Rights Commission advising the

public of their rights under the West Virginia uman Rights Act.

F. All future advertising by the Respbmanu, through whatever
medium, shall contain the phrase "Equal Cpportunity Iroloyer.”
The Respondent shall not reduce, diminish or change the character

of its advertising to aveid canpliance with this reguirement.

3. It is further ORDERED that Respondent shall pay the Complainant

back pay from June 17, 1976 to the effective date of this order, 2as canpensation
for the loss of wages sufferad by Corplainant as a result of Respondent's

discriminatory practices. The amount of back pay is to e computed as follows:

A. Back Pav:*
Souxce:

Article XVII - Collective Sargzining Agresment hetween Monsanod
Comparyy ard United gtasluworkers of America cn behalf of ILocal

Union 12610.

(L) Pexr od: June 17, 1976 - Septewber 16, 1976

rates 82 8§ houxr *J_rs* snift §232.38C weekly
.99 @ nour second shift 239.60 weekly
16 @ hour third shift 246,40 weekly

2mount Due: $3,108.00

(2) DPeriod: September 17, 1976 - Octoner 1, 1976
Races of Pay $6.04 & hour secord shift = $241.60 \-’eekly
' 6.21 @ hour third shift = 1248 ,40weskly

2meunt Due: '$ 490.00
(2) Pericd: Dc‘-o‘.,—ﬁ*- 1, 1875 - Septamber 30, 1977
Rates of Pay $6.42 2 hour = £irgt shift = $236.80 weekly
6.59 @ hour secor.d s‘nif;, - 263.50 weskly
6.76 @ nour third shizt - 270.40 waskly
ooant Dues: $13,423.50
—-ﬂ-_“"‘_
* (1) Scurce: Letter of Auzgust 4, 1978 from Tober:t W. Howard, Superinzandent,
e . FToumbwisl Meaamisall Cemmany O S=2£% ar2 Union



——

(4) Periocd: October 1, 1977 - Septamoer 30, 1978

Tes of Pay: $7.02 @ hour first shift = $280.80 weekly
7.19 @ hour secord shift = 287.60 weekly
7.36 @ hour third shift - 294.40 weskly
Amount Dae: '$14,948.40
(5) Period: Ocitober 1, 1978 - March 8, 1979 *(1)
Rates of Pay $7.58 @ hour first shift = $304.00 weekly
7.75 @ hour second shift = 310.00 weakly
8.00 @ hour third shift - 320.00 weekly
Amount Due: _ $ 7,174.00
Back Pay Computations:
(1) from June 17, 1976 to September 16, 1976 $ 3,108.00
(2) from Seotember 17, 1976 to Octozer 1, 1976 490.00
(3) from Octcber 1, 1976 to September 30, 1977 13,443.60
(4) from October 1, 1977 to Septsmber 30, 1978 14,948.40
(5) from October 1, 1978 to Maxch 8, 1979 7,174.00

TOTAL $39,164.00
(6) It is further Ordered that Pespondent shall pay Complainant
back pay fram March 8, 1979 (the ending date of paragraph
(3) (5) computation) until Camplainant is reinstated. Said
pay shall be camputed in accordance with formulas set forth
in the Collective Bargaining Agresment(s) by the Monsanto
Company and the United Stesel Werkers of America in behalf of

Iceal Union 125610.

B. Shece Allowanca: for.l977 and 1978
value or two pairs @ $20.00 $ 40.00

C. Hospitalization insurance oolicy
value $30.00 @ month
for July 1977 to February 1979 (20 months x $30) $ 600.00

D. Clothing Allowance (3 sets of underclothes and

socks every wnres months) 27 sets of underwear/sock

Total Zmount of Award Dus o Cormplainant $39,8C<.00

- } TN )= ; et Y S F L P = ~A
E., Respondant is FURTEER CRDZTID O witnnoid Zrom the haclipay grantsed o
. 3 s o~ . L - - ke - o ¥ . - ]
Complainant Social Sscuxity and credit Complainant's earnling YeloXcs
34 = = L.} < S e - X . == i q - - =
accordingly for the pericd June 17, 1978 o tha =ffective cate &2

this order.



Interest on said -back pay shall be computed at a rate of six per cent
. (6%) ammm beginning on June 17, 1976 and continuing up and until the date
such back pay is actually paid to the Corplainant. Payment of said back pay
is to be made to the Camplainant by sending a check to the West Virginia
tuman Rights Ca‘rmission made payable to the order of Violet Whittington for
the aforesaid amount of back pay. The Camission shall then forward the check

to the Complainant.

4, It is further OFDZRED that within ninety (90) days of the effective
date of this ORDER, ard thereafter within one hundred twenty (120) day intervals
for a period of three (3) years, a responsible officer or reprasentative of the
Respondent shall file with the Commission a sworn statement affirming that
Respondent has fully and campletely camplied with this ORDER. Such swom state-
ments shall be accampanied by a report which includes the following:

A. Copies of all objective guidelines established as required
in paragraphs 1(a) and 1(C) of this ORDER.
B. Verified statements that minutes were taken at any suparvisory
meeting held in such period as defined in paragrach 1(8) of this ORDZR,
C. Copies of all statements of correspondence as a:e/reqma:‘. in para-
graphs 2(2), .(B), (C), (D), ad (E) of this CROER,
D. Copies of all advertising mads through any media, and the dates of
its appearance.

It is so ORDERED.

B N S
NTETED THIS e pav cr 72 £ , 1979.

— / é& ?4 '/" d L/‘./.;’—.A-(

~

mussal V.:: C‘_exe «-’:.arperson
West VL. inia =

7
- .~
2n Rigats Conmlss

—
duw



-
|
/

VIOLET WHITTINGTON VS. MONSANTO COMPANY
ES-2-77

I, Violet Whittington, have received in full the sum of
$46,860.55, less legal deductions, in full and final settlement of
Paragraph 3 of Section V of the Final Order as issued by the Wesﬁ
Virginia Humsn Rights Commission in the matter of Violet Whittinmgton

vs. Monsanto Company, Case No. ES-2-77.

R P

“Date ~

Violet Whittington
Complainant

We the undersigned do hereby agree that all requirements of
Paragraph 1 of Section V of the Final Order ag igsued by the West
Virginia Human Rights Commission in the matter of Violet Whittington

vs. Monsanto Company Case No. ES-2-77, have been fully complied with.

Tk [ Pt
Merle E. Mahler

Monsanto Company
Respondent

Violet Whittington
Complainant

c%u*&.ii. MM
Paul L. Shaffer
President, Local 12610
USWA

May 31, 1979
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ORDER

THEREFORE, pursuant to the above findings of fact, conclusions of
law and discussion of rewedy it is hereby ordered as follows:

1. 'The Respondent, Monsanto Company, its officers, agents, e;nplojgees,
successors, assignees and all persons and organizations in active concert Or
participation with them are hereby ordered to CEASE and DESIST at all offices,
headquarters or places of business or operation of Respondent located in |
West Virginia fram engaging in any employment pfactices which discriminate
against persohs on account of their race, color, national origin, religion,
sex, age or blindness.

More specifically the Respondent shall:

A. Return Couplainant to the level of seniority, fringe benefits

and rate of pay as if she had been working continuously and

satisfactorily in the classification of Operator with ‘the

‘Division since May, 19

“Respondent, Iocal Union 32610 representatives,:the

Human Rights Comission and Camplainant, /}and shall consider among . -- .= vl

other things, Respondent's presént production needs, Complainant’s
/

seniority, skills and preferences.




-

C. Accord Complainant a 90-day training period to learn her
(/ B ' initial reinstatement job assigrment, and during this period
Camplainant shall be given adequate and appropriate training
by those persons Respondent may designate.

D. Following Complainant's reinstatement, determine her job

bidding rights by the collective bargaining agreement based
upon an employment date of April 19, 1976.

5. Tt is further ORDERED that the Respondent shall - forthwith adopt and
implement the following Affirmative Action Program to eliminate the effects
of any discriminatory practices:

A. Within thirty ('30) days of the effective date of this ORDER,

Respondent shall prepare and distribute a written statement of
non-discriminatory policies to all of its present full-time and

— part-time employees and agents. Such statement shall include,

but is not necessarily limited to, a specific statement that

nelther Respondent, 1ts agents or employees, shall dlscrmlnate

. ORD_ER, Respondent shail, within flve days of hiring any new full—m
time or part-time employee or agent, provide each such employee
or agent with a copy of the statement prepared in compliance with
paragraph 2(A) of this ORDER, gererally explaining its contents

‘ ( to him or to her and directing him or her to read it;




C. Within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this ORDER,
(/\ ' each present full-time or part-time supervisory employee or
agent shall sign a statement indicating that he or she has
been advised of the Respondent's non-discriminatory policies,
that he or she has read and is familiar with the statement
prepared in cawpliance with paragraph 2(A) of this ORDER,
and that he or she is aware that any such supervisory employee
or agent who fails or refuses to confom to these policies and
practices shall be subject to discipline, including demotion, |
suspension, or dismissal by the Respondent.
D. For a period of three (3) years from the effective date of
this ORDER, each new full-time or part-time supervisory employee
or agent, within thirty days from the comencement of his or her
employment, shall sigr a statemer_xt indicating that he or she has
been advised of the Respondent's non—discriminatory policies,

that he or she has read and 1s fanu l:Lar w1th the prov1s1ons of

' the statement prepared in ‘compllance w1th paragraoh 2(A) of ’chls

the Respondent shall post and maintain m all its offlces, or “head-
“‘quarters, in a promlnent place where it/is clearly visible, the
poster of the West Virginia Humen Rights Carmission advising the

public of their rights under the West Virginia Human Rights Act.

)
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F. All future advertising by the Respondent, through whatever
(‘/\\ medium, shall contain the phrase "Equal Opportunity Employer."
The Respondent shall not reduce, diminish or change the
character of its advertising to avoid canpliance with this
requirement.
‘3. Tt is further ORDERED that Respondent shall pay the Canplainant
backpay fram June 17, 1976 to the effective date of this order, as
canpensation for the loss of wages suffered by Complainant as a result
of Respondent's discriminatory practices. The amount of backpay is to
be camputed as follows: |
A. Back Pay:*
Source: : 2)
Article XVII ~ Collective Bargaining Agreemenig’ between
Monsanto Campany and United Steelworkers of America on
behalf of Iocal Union 12610.
o~ (1) Period: June 17, 1976 - September 16, 1976
Rates of Pay $5.82 @ hour first shift =$232. 80 weskly

$5.99 @ hour second shift= 239.60 weekly
$6.16 @ hour third shift = 246.40 weekly

$3,108.00

. ,_jAmountrDue:. o = S /’ $l3,'443.6(’)

(4) Period: October 1, 1977 - September 30, 1978
Rates of Pay: $7.02 @ hour first shift = $280.80 weekly
, $7.19 @ hour second shift =  287.60 weekly

$7.36 @ hour third shift 294.40 weekly
- Amount Due: $14,948.40



(5) Period: October 1, 1978 - March 8, 1979 *(1)

- Rates of Pay $7.58 @ hour first shift =. $304.00 weekly
( : 7.75 @ hour second shift =  310.00 weekly
) 8.00 @ hour third shift =  320.00 weekly
Amou?t Due: $7,174.00

Total Back Pay Camputation:
(1) from June 17, 1976 to September 16, 1976 $ 3,108.00
(2) from September 17, 1976 to October 1, 1976 - 490.00
(3) from October 1, 1976 to September 30, 1977 13,443.60
(4) from October 1, 1977 to September 30, 1978 14,948.40
(5) from October 1, 1978 to March 8, 1979 7,174.00

TOTAL $39,164.00

*(1)

Source: Letter of August 4, 1978 fram Robert W. Howard,
Superintendent, Personnel, Monsanto Industrial
Chemical Company to Staff and Union Representatives
of United Steelworkers of America, Larry F. Ratliff
and Omar Cunningham, respectively.

B. Shoe allowance: for 1977 and 1978
Vvalue of two pairs @ $20.00 S 40.00

C. _Ijl_gspitalization insurance policy
5 value $30.00 @ month
: ' for July 1977 to February 1979 (20 months x $30) $ 600.00

. D. Clothing Allowance £

- 80CKsevery three

3 sets of underclothes and
; e FL -+ 27 sets of underwear

findings of fact on the amount of ],C'{)aCk pay.
Tnterest on said back pay shall be oomputed at a raté of six per

cent (6%) annum beginning on June 17, 1976 and continuing up and until the

date such back pay is actually paid to the Complainant. Payment of said

- back pay is to be made to the Complainant by sending a check to the

~

West Virginia Human Rights Commission made payable to the order of Violet

Whittington for the aforesaid amount of back pay. The Comuission shall
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then forward the check to the Conplainant.
( | 4, It is further ORDERED that within ninety (90) days of the
effective date of this ORDER, and thereafter within one hundred twenty
(120) day intervals for a period of three (3) years, a responsible
officer or representative of the Respondent shall file with the Commission
a sworn statement affirming that Respondent has fully and ccm:pletely
canplied with this ORDER. Such sworn statements shall be accompanied by
a report which includes the following: 7

A. Oopies of all objective guidelines established as required
in paragraphs 1(A) and 1(C) of this ORDER.

B. Verified statements that minutes were taken at any sSupervisory
meeting held in such period as defined in paragraph 1(B) of
this ORDER.

C. Copies of all statements of correspondence as are required
in paragraphs 2(3), (B), (€, (D), and (E) of this ORDER.

. . Copies of all advertising made_through any media, and the

 Bassell Van Cleve, Chairperson
West Virginia Human Rights Cammission

~
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VIOLET WHITTINGTON VS. MONSANTO COMPANY
ES~-2-77

I, Violet Whittington, have received in full the sum of
$46,860.55, less legal deductions, in full and final settlement of

Paragraph 3 of Section V of the Final Order as issuved by the West

Virginia Human Rights Commission in the matter of Violet Whittington

-

vs. Monsanto Company, Case No. ES-2-77.

53 o

" Date ~

Violet Whittington
Complainant

We the undersigned do hereby agree that all requirements of
Paragraph 1 of Section V of the Final Order as issued by the West
Virginia Human Rights Commission in the matter of Violet Whittington

vs. Monsanto Company Case No. ES-2-77, have been fully complied with.

T ek S, PPl
Merle E. Mahler
Monsanto Company
Respondent

Violet Whittington
Complainant

Paul L. Shaffer
President, Local 12610
USWA

May 31, 1979




VIOLET WHITTINGTON VS. MONSANTO COMPANY
ES-2-77

I, Violet Whittington, have received in full the sum of
$46,860.55, less legal deductions, in full and final settlement of
Paragraph 3 of Section V of the Fimal Order as issued by the West

Virginia Human Rights Commission in the matter of Violet Whittington

vs. Monsanto Company, Case No. ES-2-77.

5 o9

"Date

Violet Whittington
Complainant

We the undersigned do hereby agree that all requirements of
Paragraph 1 of Section V of the Final Order as issued by the West
Virginia Human Rights Commission in the matter of Violet Whittington

vs..Monsanto Company Case No. ES-2-77, have been fully complied with.

-

P ek ST 2Pl rn
Merle E. Mahler
Monsanto Company
Respondent

Violet Whittington
Complainant

Paul L. Shaffer
President, Local 12610
USWA

May 31, 1979
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