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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

TONIA SCHAMBERS, )
Plaintiff, ))

V. ; Cause No. 1:16-cv-2406-WTL-DLP
KEY FAMILY OF COMPANIES, ) :
Defendant. ))

ENTRY ON DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

This matter is before the Court on Dedant Key Family of Companies’ (“Key
Companies”) motion for summary judgment (DKb. 33). The motion is fully briefed, and the
Court, being duly advised, no®RANTS the Defendant’s motion faummary judgment for the
reasons set forth below.

l. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(a) prasdhat summary judgment is appropriate “if
the movant shows that there is no genuine disputeasy material fact and the movant is entitled
to judgment as a matter of law.” In rulimgp a motion for summaruggment, the admissible
evidence presented by the non-moving party must be believed, and all reasonable inferences must
be drawn in the non-movant’s favaZerante v. DeLugab55 F.3d 582, 584 (7th Cir. 2009) (“We
view the record in the light most favoralie the nonmoving party and draw all reasonable
inferences in that party’s favoj}.” A party who bearthe burden of proof oa particular issue may
not rest on its pleadings, but must show what eddérhas that there is a genuine issue of material
fact that requires trial.Johnson v. Cambridge Indus., In825 F.3d 892, 901 (7th Cir. 2003).

Finally, the non-moving party beatse burden of specifically identifyg the relevant evidence of
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record, and “the court is not reged to scour the record in seaxfhevidence to defeat a motion
for summary judgment.’Ritchie v. Glidden C9242 F.3d 713, 723 (7th Cir. 2001).

Il FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A. Premium Analyst

Key Companies provides benefit plan adstirgtion to insurance carriers. In March
2008, Plaintiff Tonia Schambers began workasga Premium Analyst in Key Companies’
Operational Accounting Department. She begma temporary employee but transferred to
regular employee status within months of inétral hiring date. For to Key Companies,
Schambers worked for two years in accountsivabée at Wellfount Pharmacy and Standard
Management.

By 2010, Schambers had been promoted to Cash Posting Team Lead in the Operational
Accounting Department, and reported direttly/ice President cEommission and Premium
Accounting, Gretchen Wilkening, who is femal&s team lead, Schambers had the authority to
develop corrective action plansdagive written warnings, andsal was involved in the hiring
process. Schambers consgtkbthe new position a promotion.

Wilkening evaluated Schambers’ workrfsemance annually. In her performance
evaluation of Schambers for the period opt@enber 2010 to September 2011, Wilkening noted
that Schambers needed to be more receptive to suggestions from peers and to consider other
perspectives when working collaborativelyn. August 2011, Wilkening counseled Schambers
and one of her colleagues for “ongoing commuimecaissues” and admonished both employees
to keep verbal communications limited to wodtated topics and to maintain a professional
manner. Dkt. No. 33-3 at 3. She stated thdher issues would result in a formal written

warning.



In Schambers’ September 2011 to Septerdbé&p evaluation, Wilkening stated that she
wanted Schambers to get more involved in pssamprovement. Patrick Cohen, Vice President
of Billing and Eligibility, who was Wilkening'sigervisor, also signed the review. The review
stated:

Tonia, this is a decent review but | do egpmore. | believe there are several key
areas within this reew that focus should be directed to, mainly anything with a
scoring of 3 or below. Welevated you from Poster to Team Lead primarily based
on the skill level you bring to this task{ou have also proven yourself worthy of
completing almost every task assigned with little follow up or guidance which is a
major asset to the department. Wherdelieyou may have been weak was in the
area of leadership. In reading this reviesontinue to see some alarm bells in this
regard. Following Corporate guidelingSpnsistently leading Team Meetings,
Treating Co-Workers with Dignity ... arel@reas where | expect a Team Lead to
excel, not simply just be meeting the regments and never below them. Please
make an effort to improve in these aread do not be afraid to ask for help as to
how to do this.

One requirement | would like to add withyour next review period is some

recommended reading. | tikithat your intentions are good but that sometimes you

are a bit abrupt and possibly taken outoftext. | would like you to focus on

Diplomacy. | will select the reading mataron this subject and then I'd like for

the 3 of us (Gretchen, Tonia, Pak)ito read and discuss together.

Dkt. No. 33-2 at 83. Also during this peridgé;thambers received a documented verbal warning
for failing to clock out when ghleft the building for breaks.

In the September 2012 to September 2@18w, Wilkening noted significant
improvement in Schambers’ leadership quaditi Wilkening stated, “I am confident in
[Schambers’] ability to lead éhposting team through the possible hurdles ahead and still ‘get the
job done’ in the best way possibleld. at 88. Cohen provided similaraise and stated, “Great
job [Schambers]. | know we have provided yough feedback in the prior reporting period and

I’'m really glad to see the types of commertis\ze. It shows me that you took that feedback

constructively and worked to make positive change. . . . Keep up the great Wbr&t"89.



Following the enactment of the Affordalflare Act in 2014, Keompanies received a
significant increase in its workload. In Saflzers’ September 2013 to September 2014 review,
Wilkening complimented Schambers on handling the new challenges associated with the
increased business. Cohen praised her for relgppto prior feedback about her performance.

B. Applications for Promotions

In October 2014, Schambers applied f&eporting and Audit Specialist position. Key
Companies offered Schambers the job, but shinegelcthe offer because it would have been a
lateral move and not a promotion. Schambers sthtadshe aspired toraanagerial role and did
not have interest in a lateral move.

In December 2014, Key Companies createal mew Team Lead roles: Weekly Admin
Premium Processing Team Lead and Mon&dynin Premium Processing Team Lead. Key
Companies gave the Weekly Team Lead tohdBabers effective December 22, 2014. Schambers
received a pay raise and considered the mg@reraotion. She continued to report directly to
Wilkening.

Key Companies has guidelines with respe¢Ptmmotions/Transfers” that state, in part,
“Every effort is made to select the bestlifiead of our employeeso fill promotional
opportunities as they occur throughout the Compahig. expect that each individual will stay in
any new position a minimum of 12 monthsltow both the individual and the Company to
grow and develap Id. at 22 (emphasis in original).

On February 25, 2015, Schambers appliec&fBenefit Consultant position. She
interviewed with Ramona Adams, who told Stieers that she want&thambers for the job,

but Cohen called and told her thaésias needed in her current role.



In April 2015, Wilkening encouraged Schaenb to apply for an Enrollment Platform
Manager position. Schambers did not believe shatwas qualified for the position, but still
applied. Although she received an intervi&ghambers was not offered the position.
Following her rejection for the position, Schaenb submitted a letter of resignation, which
stated that she “just didn’t know if [she] wgsing to go anywhere within the company.” DKkt.
No. 33-1 at 20.

Wilkening persuaded Schambers to restiedresignation and remain in her current
position. In doing so, Wilkening informed Schigers of a new position for an Implementation
Manager, which would pay $55,000. Wilkening stated in an email, “We would love for you to
apply for the Team Management position once itlieegtised. At the time that we would offer
your [sic] for one of those positions andsbd upon your acceptance, we would grant the
increase of your annual salary to $55,000 asutised.” Dkt. Na33-2 at 105. Schambers
sought “clarification” about whether Wilkeniwgas “offering [Schambers] the position before
it's created and the salary to go with itRf. Wilkening responded that Key Companies “cannot
offer a position before it is created nor can wanise your selection for the positions once they
are posted.”ld. She continued, “However, based on yaork experience and expressed desire
for more responsibility within [Ky Companies], . . . we are sure you would be an excellent fit
for the positions and would warrant serioussideration for one of the Team Management
positions . . . [at] the salary discussedtrese would be atrmanagement level.1d. at 104.

C. David Baize
In July 2015, Key Companies hired DaWdize as a temporary Premium Analyst on

Schambers’ team. In September 2015, Key Compdmied Baize to be a full-time employee.



Baize worked underneath Schambers, but receivhigher wage. Schambers earned $19.20 per
hour and Baize earned $21.50 per hour.
D. Assistant Manager Position

In October 2015, Key Companies creataé¢mew Assistant Manager positions in
Operational Accounting, one of which was/Asssistant Manager for Premium Processing
(“Assistant Manager”). The Assistant Manageuld manage the dg functions of the
Premium Processing and WeeklyAuhistration processes. Thabjposting listed the essential
duties and responsibilities ofelposition and also noted sevesapervisory reponsibilities.
Under the section labeled Competies, Knowledge, Skills and Alies, the posting stated the
following: (1) Proficient in Microsoft Excel2) Working knowledge of Microsoft Outlook and
Sharepoint; (3) Strong organizational skills; Aility to manage multiple tasks and priorities;
(5) Strong verbal, written, and impersonal skills; (6) Analyticalpproach to tasks and issues;
(7) Innovative and creative; (8) Demonstrated ézalip skills; (9) Maintain a positive attitude;
(10) Bachelor’'s Degree in Accounting or likelfi preferred; and (1Brior Management or
Staff Oversight required.

Both Schambers and Baize applied fa& ftssistant Manager position and both were
interviewed by the same four individuals: Wilking (female); Cohen (male); Joel Githiri,
Director of Commission and Premium Accounting (male); and Angela Cromer (female), Senior
Vice President of Fully Insured Partner Ralathips. Key Companies chose Baize for the
Assistant Manager position “based on his edanand experience, job performance at [Key

Companies], and answers to intewviguestions.” Dkt. No. 33-3 at’4.

YIn its brief, Key Companies sets forth aadhof the strengthand weaknesses of both
Baize and Schambers as assessed by the intergi@nd in support cites to Deanne Raymer’s
Affidavit and accompanying Exhibit F. Exhibit F, however, only contains the interview notes

6



Githiri’s interview notes for Baize citeddHollowing positive attributes: (1) several
years of management experien@;Six-Sigma certification is a it plus in this position;” (3)
ability to judge several different high-prioritgsponsibilities; (4already thought through high-
level improvements for the team; (5) would worlety well together andegm to be aligned in
the future plans of the team;” and (6) despiaving only been an employee for a few months,
has made a positive impadd. at 23. Githiri didhote that it would take Baize some time to get
accustomed to the processes, but believed thaé Bauld do so without any issues. He also
wished Baize was more assertive inking suggestions for process changes.

Cohen stated that he was “extremely inspegl” and that his “experience far supersedes
his current role.”ld. He commended Baize’s extremstyong verbal comomication skills and
took note of his Six-Sigma certfition. He also noted hisigk adaptation to his current
position and concluded that Baize was &y} proactive and shows good management
initiative.” Id. Cohen thought the weakest part ofititerview related to a question about his
mentor experience and noted that “[Baidiln’t blow me away with the answerld. He
continued, however, that the goodtweighs the bad and statedttink he would do extremely
well in this role and beyond. Hegot my recommendation for sureld.

Cromer stated that Baibas a great background witHideexperience managing 6-150
employees over the course of eight years. rigied that he “[ijntariewed very well with
outstanding communication skillsld. at 24. She also liked hisx@sigma certification and that

he is process driven. She also agreed Wighvery mellow and even keel” personalitlgl.

for Baize’s interview.ld. at 22-24. Because Key Companiated to attach the notes for
Schambers’ interview or otherwise point to eride to support the infmation relating to her

that is contained in the chattie Court will only consider the information with respect to Baize’s
interview.



Cromer also noted that he wagry independent,” which would law him to run with projects
and that he was a “quick learneidd. The only negative she cited gvthat he would require
additional training, but she belied he would adapt quickly.

Finally, Wilkening stated, “Although | was only the interviews to fiten and to support
both candidates, | agree with my peers [sic] assessof [Baize] and theselection of him for
the proposed role.ld.

Deanne Raymer, who worked in Human &eses, told Schambers she was not selected
for the position. Raymer told her that she washired because of‘tack of professionalism
and not moving the team forward enough.” D¥b. 32-1 at 30. Githiri told Schambers that
Baize was selected based on his backgrouddrenfact that he possessed a degree.

Schambers did not believeeihreasoning and stated, “Thieyed him because he made
more money than | did. Because he’s a male | was already doing the job and the job
functions, so why hire him if you alreatipave somebody in the ptisn doing those job
functions.” Id. When asked further why she believedttkey Companies hired Baize over her,
Schambers stated that she was already inragwaial role and rebeed great performance
reviews, “then all of a sudden here comesdhig that's underneath [her], doesn’t have the time
or tenure in, doesn’t follow the handbook, and thexe him the position. What else am |
supposed to believe?d. With respect to the handbook comment, Schambers cited Baize’s
promotion before serving twelve mits in his current position.

Moreover, Githiri told Schambers that “hjsic] and [Baize] [were] on the same playing
field because they went to the same college. Dlodly went to IU . . . .Both of them went to the
same college. He has a college degreemamgement background, that's why he got the

position.” Dkt. No. 33-1 at 32. When askebyshe thought the comment “same playing field”



related to gender, Schambers responded, “Becaate tisually what it issame playing field.
To me | took it as same playing field. Theymales. They went to the same collegil”
E. Voluntary Resignation

On November 16, 2015, Schambers emailediGahd Baize her reghation. It stated,
“I am writing to announce my resignation fromyKeéamily of Companies, effective two weeks
from 11/16/2015. My last day will be 11/20/5.” Dkt. No. 33-2 at 121. Schambers
voluntarily resigned “[b]ecause [Baize] was stililn® the company. | would have had to train
him for a job they felt he fit therequirements.” Dkt. No. 33-1 at 35.

. DISCUSSION

Schambers asserts two claims in her Comple&She first claims that Key Companies
promoted Baize over Schambers because of metegen violation of Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act. Schambers also claims pay diearation under Title VII and the Equal Pay Act.
Key Companies moves for summary judgment on both claims.

A. Failure to Promote

Title VII makes it unlawful for an employer to “fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any
individual, or otherwise to discriminateaigst any individual wh respect to [her]
compensation, terms, conditions, or privilegesmployment, because of such individual's . . .
sex.” 42 U.S.C. 8 2000e-2(a)(1). Schambersssaekstablish her claim for failure to promote
based on the burden-shifting method set fortMl@Donnel Douglas Corp. v. Greg#ll U.S.
792 (1973). To survive summary judgment onfadure to promote claim under this method,
Schambers must first establish a prima facie tgsa preponderance of the evidence by showing
that: (1) she is a member of a protected cl@sshe is qualified for the position; (3) she was

rejected for the position; and (4) the positiorsw#/en to a person outis the protected class



who was similarly or less qualified than h&rigsby v. LaHood628 F.3d 354, 358 (7th Cir.
2010). “After the plaintiff has nu#e out a prima facie case, the dem shifts to the defendant to
produce a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reasartlie employment action. This is a light
burden.” Stockwell v. City of Harvep97 F.3d 895, 901 (7th Cir. 2010). Upon such a showing,
the burden shifts back to the plaintiff to demoaigtithat the offered explanation is pretextual.
Fischer v. Avanade, Inc519 F.3d 393, 402 (7th Cir. 2008).

The parties do not dispute that Schambeasngember of a protected class, that she was
rejected for the Assistant Magper role, or that she was qualified for the position. Thus, the
analysis turns on whether Baize was “simylar less qualifiedhan” SchambersJackson v.

City of Chicago552 F.3d 619, 622 (7th Cir. 2009). “If the person who got the promotion was
better qualified, the plaintiff's case failsld.

Key Companies argues that Baize, when @nsg the skillset and requirements of the
Assistant Manager position, was indisputablyengualified. The position stated that a
“Bachelor’'s Degree in Accounting or like fieldgferred.” Dkt. No. 33-3 at 16. Baize had both
an Associate’s Degree in Business Administratiom Ivy Tech State College and a Bachelor’s
Degree in Business from Indiana University'dlEg School of Business, while Schambers had a
GED. Key Companies also notes that prior nganaent or staff oversight was required and that
Schambers had only served as a Team LeKdywatCompanies for a few years, whereas Baize
had over eight years of managgexperience; this includedrdctor or management level
positions at the Indiana State Department of Health, the Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles, and
the Handleman Company. Thus, Key Comeamargues, based on both experience and
education, Baize was indispubalmore qualified for the Assistant Manager position than

Schambers.

10



Schambers responds, and the Court agreeKdyaCompanies fail address the other
skills and attributes sought in the Agtaint Manager postingAlthough education and
managerial experience are “preferred” and “reqliicategories, respectilye there are a host of
other competencies that were to be considérethe position. MoreoveSchambers had been
doing all of the proscribed tasks of the Assistdanager position prior tiis creation and would
not need additional training. And in her A®D15 email requesting that Schambers rescind her
resignation, Wilkening noted that Schambers wdé an excellent fior the newly created
position. Finally, though Baize has a strong@ucational background, both he and Schambers
have managerial or staff overstgexperience; whether Baizeggternal managerial experience
or Schambers’ supervisory experience at Kegnfianies was to be weighed more heavily is not
clear from the record. Viewing the facts in tight most favorable to Schambers, a reasonable
jury could conclude that Schambers and Baizeevgemilarly qualified for the Assistant Manager
position.

Having established her prima facie casebilmelen now shifts to Key Companies to set
forth a non-discriminatory, legitimate reason liimng Baize over Schambers. Key Companies
once again argues that Baize was more educateg@ssessed more managerial experience. It
also cites to the fact that all four of tmelividuals who interviewed both Baize and Schambers—
two of whom were women—unanimously agreeat Baize was the more qualified candidate.

Schambers fails to refute this evideraed claims once again that, because she was
similarly qualified, had received good reviewshe years leading up to her interview, and was
already working as a team leathe should have been entitledhe position. Schambers also
notes that Baize texted her to say that Gitbefore the position was posted, told him that the

Assistant Manager position was his if he wanted e only further evidence she cites is that
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Baize worked under her and was still a pralosry employee at thteane he received the
promotion over her.

But this is not enough to establish pretext,“fa]n inquiry into petext requires that we
evaluate the honesty of the empldgexplanation, rather than wslidity or reasonableness.”
Hill v. Tangherlini 724 F.3d 965, 968 (7th Cir. 2013) (citations omitted). This requires more
than a showing of faulty reasoning or migakudgment by the employer; it is a “lie,
specifically a phony reason for some actioBublett v. JohhViley & Sons, In¢.463 F.3d 731,
737 (7th Cir. 2006) (citation omitted). “To sh@netext, a plaintiff must show that (1) the
employer’s nondiscriminatory reason was digrginand (2) the employer’s true reason was
based on a discriminatory intentBrown v. lll. Dep’t of Natural Resource499 F.3d 675, 683
(7th Cir. 2007) (citation and quotation marks onagijte “Thus, in assessing a plaintiff's claim
that an employer’s explanation is pretextuas,do not sit as a ‘suppersonnel review board’
that second-guesses an employer’s facially legitimate business deciddggtbpoulos v. City
of Alton 539 F.3d 724, 736 (7th Cir. 2008) (citation and quotation marks omitted). The Court
need only ask whether the employerplanation was “honestly believedCulver v. Gorman
& Co., 416 F.3d at 540 (citation omitted). Schamsb“‘can only avoid summary judgment by
pointing to specific facts that placestemployer’s explanation in doubtld. (citation omitted).

None of the facts cited by Schambers destrate Key Companies’ hiring of Baize over
her was a lie. Although she may be a similakijled candidate given her qualifications, this
factors into her prima faciease, not whether Key Compagiidecision was pretextual.
Moreover, even if Githiri texted Baize that thesfiimn was his prior to the interview, that fact
alone does not negate Key Companies’aader choosing him in the first plac&Valker v.

Abbott Labs.416 F.3d 641, 644 (7th Cir. 2005) (“[T]herenisthing to suggest discrimination in

12



an employer’s bending the rules to give the bgtieor the higher salangy the more qualified
applicant. That is just good managementlfideed, Baize had two more degrees, including a
Bachelor’s Degree, which wageeferred qualification for the #sistant Manager position. He
also had eight years of managéexperience. Key Compasiealued this skill set and
experience over Schambers’, and Schambers had faiket forth any evidence that this facially
legitimate business decision wastbnest. Most importantly, Schambers has not proffered any
evidence to demonstrate that Key Companiesigilen to promote Baize instead of Schambers
was because of her gender. Thus, Schambeffaitesto set forth any evidence that the hiring
decision involved discriminatory imeg which is fatal to her claimTeruggi v. CIT Grp./Capital
Fin., Inc, 709 F.3d 654, 661 (7th Cir. 2013) (statingttaven “if [the plaintiff's evidence
showed pretext, that alone would not be sughitito survive summary judgment” without some
evidence pointing to a prohibitediamus that caused the decision).

Accordingly, Key Companies is entitled¢ammary judgment on Schambers’ failure to
promote claim.

B. Equal Pay Act

Key Companies claims that Schambers faiteohclude her Equal Pay Act claim in her
Statement of Claims (Dkt. No. 30) and thereftorfeited it. In her Complaint, Schambers
specifically alleged that she was discrimimbagainst when Key Companies “hired a male
employee to report to her and paid her less thantdido a job with more responsibilities.” Dkt.
No. 1 at 3. The approved Case Managementilguired each party, within fourteen days of
the non-expert discovery deadline, to “file a statenoéclaims or defenses it intends to prove at
trial, stating specifically the ¢ml theories upon which the claimsdefenses are based.” DKkt.

No. 14 at 2-3. In her Statement of Claims, bear, Schambers does not mention her Equal Pay
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Act claim and focuses solely on her failure to promote claim. Key Companies filed its brief in
support of summary judgment and, undersadohyl took the position that Schambers had
therefore abandoned her Equal Pay Act claithereafter, on the same day she filed her
response brief, Schambers attempted to revive her Equal Pay Act claim by filing an Amended
Statement of Claims to include the claim. Dkt. No. 35.

In her response brief, Schambers claims that she did not discover the pay disparity until
August 4, 2017, after the close o$dovery, when her counsel disered that a “corrupted file”
was produced in discovery that had to bemes®kt. No. 36 at 10. Key Companies responds
that it provided the allegedly corruptatkfto Schambers’ counsel on April 25, 2017,
approximately three months before her Statement of Claims was due.

The Court agrees that Schambers’ failure to include her Equal Pay Act claim in her initial
Statement of Claims operated as an abandonhaifi¢hat claim. Schambers presents no
justifiable reason for waiting uhapproximately one month aft¢he close of discovery to
review the documents Key Companies had produtegsponse to her own discovery requests.
Moreover, Schambers provides no defensible reason for failing to immediately move to amend
her Statement of Claims to allow Key Companies to address the claim in its brief for summary
judgment. Accordingly, Schambers has forfeited her Equal Pay Act claim.

Even if the Court were inclined to perrSithambers to resurrect her Equal Pay Act claim
by filing her belated amended Statement of l@fgiher Equal Pay Act claim would fail on the
merits.

The Equal Pay Act prohibits discriminationwages based on gender. “In order to
prevail on an Equal Pay Act claim, an emplogaest first demonstrate unequal pay for ‘equal

work on jobs the performance which requires equal skill, effg and responsibility, and which
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are performed under similar working conditionsVarner v. lll. State Uniy.226 F.3d 927, 932
(7th Cir. 2000) (quoting 29 U.S.C. § 206(d)(1))T'Ihe provisions of the Equal Pay Act establish
a rebuttable presumption of sex discrimination dieth once an employee has demonstrated that
an employer pays members of one sex more rtiambers of the opposite sex, the burden shifts
to the employer to offer a gender neutratification for that wage differential.¥/arner226

F.3d at 932. “The justificationeed not be a good reason, butehea gender-neutral one.”
Warren v. Solo Cup C0516 F.3d 627, 630 (7th Cir. 200@)tation and quotation marks
omitted). “The justification must also be bdrde. In other words, an employer cannot use a
gender-neutral factor tavoid liability unless théactor is used and applied in good faith; it was
not meant to provide a convent escape from liability.1d. (citation and quotation marks
omitted).

As stated more fully above, Key Comgeshas provided a bona fide, gender-neutral
reason for paying Baize more than Schambediad a stronger educational background and
considerable work experience. He also hadSSgma certifications and magerial experience.
Schambers does not dispute these facts and nstagds that “[tlhere’s no question that they
were paid different amounts and worked inikimconditions . . . the only difference being that
Schambers had more responsibility.” Dkt. [86.at 11. Schambers fails to realize, however,
that “[ulnder the [Equal Pay Act], differencesaducation and experie@ may be considered
factors other than sex.Merillat v. Metal Spinners, Inc470 F.3d 685, 697 (7th Cir. 2006)
(citation omitted). Schambers has only a Gieinpared to Baize’s two degrees. Moreover,
despite having less time with Key Companies, Baize had significantly more work experience.
These discrepancies are adequate, gendérahgrounds for paying Baize more than

Schambers.
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IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Defendakt&tion for Summary Judgent (Dkt. No. 33)
iIs GRANTED.

SO CRDERED:4/16/18

BTN JZ;.,M,_

Hon. William T.Lawrence Judge
United States District Court
Southern District of Indiana

Copies to all counsel of reabvia electronic notification
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