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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ATLANTA DIVISION 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

Defendants . 

FARRIS YARBROUGH, CALVIN 
COMBS, EDWARD KIRKLAND, ) 
WENDELL CARLISLE, RITA ) 
OLIVER, WAYNE ELLIOTT, and ) 
JOSEPH BANKS, individually 
and on behalf of all others ) 
similarly situated, ) 

1 
Plaintiffs, 

VS . ) 

LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICS ) 
COMPANY, formerly d/b/a, ) 
LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL ) 
SYSTEMS, LOCKHEED MARTIN ) 
CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL ) 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS ) 
AND AEROSPACE WORKERS, A . F . ) 
of L . - C .I .O ., AND ) 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ) 
MACHINISTS AND AEROSPACE ) 
WORKERS, A . F . of L . - ) 
C .I .O . LOCAL LODGE 709, ) 

Civil Action File 
No . 

COMPLAIONT-CLASS ACT ~IONDE 

COMPLAINT 
NATURE OF THE CASE 

1 . This is a class action brought by the above seven 

individual plaintiffs on behalf of themselves and other 

similarly situated individuals against Lockheed Martin 

Aeronautics Company, formerly d/b/a Lockheed Martin 

Aeronautical Systems, and Lockheed Martin Corporation 

(collectively, "Lockheed"), and the International 

Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, A . F . of 
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L . - C .I .O ., and the International Association of 

Machinists and Aerospace Workers, A . F, of L . - C .I .O . 

Local Lodge 709 (collectively, the "Union") . Plaintiffs 

seek declaratory and injunctive relief and monetary damages 

to redress deprivation of the rights of Plaintiffs and the 

Class members by Lockheed and the Union under 92 U .S .C . § 

1981 and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, 92 U .S .C . § 

2000e, et seq ., as amended by the Civil Rights Act of 1991, 

42 U .S .C . § 1981a . 

2 . Plaintiffs are African-American employees who have suffered 

racially discriminatory employment policies and practices 

at the hands of Lockheed and the Union . Plaintiffs are 

qualified persons who have been denied the opportunity for 

promotion ; who have been subjected to disparate promotional 

practices, job training, and other unlawful discrimination) 

who have been subjected to a hostile work environment ; who 

have been subjected to disparate salaries and other pay 

discrimination ; who have filed grievances with the Union 

regarding these matters which the Union has failed to 

properly address, pursue or process ; who have not been 

fairly and adequately represented by the Union ; and/or who 

have been retaliated against because of Lockheed's policy 

and continuing pattern and practice of racial 

discrimination . 

3 . Plaintiffs have been systematically excluded from the 

promotional process by, among other things, the subjective 



decision-making of a predominantly Caucasian managerial 

staff that gives preferential treatment to less qualified 

Caucasians ; by not being provided with necessary 

opportunities for overtime, or training ; by the Union's 

failure to represent them adequately and fairly or to 

properly process their grievances ; by the Union's 

acquiescence in Lockheed's discriminatory practices and 

failure to take appropriate action against these practices ; 

and by being subjected to a hostile work environment . 

9 . Lockheed and the Union have consistently ignored 

Plaintiffs' complaints about these unlawful work conditions 

in spite of the ensuing EEOC investigation which has 

determined that African-American employees of Defendant, 

Lockheed Martin Aeronautics Company, are subjected to 

discriminatory employment practices . 

5 . The discrimination experienced by Plaintiffs and the Class 

members is a statistically significant pattern of 

discrimination unexplainable by chance . 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

6 . This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U .S .C . §§ 1331, 

1343 and 1367 ; 42 U .S .C . § 1981 ; and 42 U .S .C . § 2000e- 

5 (f) (3) . 

7 . Venue lies in this district pursuant to 28 U .S .C . § 1391 . 

THE PARTIES 

8 . Plaintiff F'arris Yarbrough ("Mr . Yarbrough") resides in 

Atlanta, Fulton County, Georgia . Mr . Yarbrough is an 
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employee of Defendant Lockheed, located at Marietta, Cobb 

County, Georgia . 

9 . Plaintiff Calvin Combs ("Mr . Combs") resides in Stephens 

County, Georgia . Mr . Combs is an employee of Defendant 

Lockheed, located in Marietta, Cobb County, Georgia . 

10 . Plaintiff Edward Kirkland ("Mr . Kirkland") resides in Cobb 

County, Georgia . Mr . Kirkland is a former employee of 

Defendant Lockheed, located at Marietta, Cobb County, 

Georgia . 

11 . Plaintiff wendell Carlisle ("Mr . Carlisle") resides in 

DeKalb County, Georgia . Mr . Carlisle is a former employee 

of Defendant Lockheed, located at Marietta, Cobb County, 

Georgia . 

12 . Plaintiff Rita Oliver ("Ms . Oliver") resides in Dekalb 

County, Georgia . Ms . Oliver is an employee of Defendant 

Lockheed, located in Marietta, Cobb County, Georgia . 

13 . Plaintiff Wayne Elliott ("Mr . Elliott") resides in Cobb 

County, Georgia . Mr . Elliott is an employee of Defendant 

Lockheed, located at Marietta, Cobb County, Georgia . 

14 . Plaintiff Joseph Banks ('Mr . Banks") resides in Dekalb 

County, Georgia . Mr . Banks is an employee of Defendant 

Lockheed, located in Marietta, Cobb County, Georgia . 

15 . Defendant, Lockheed Martin Aeronautics Company (hereinafter 

"LMAS"), formerly d/b/a Lockheed Martin Aeronautical 

Systems, a division of Lockheed Martin Corporation, is 

presently and at all relevant times has continuously been a 
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corporation doing business in Georgia, Texas, and Arizona, 

among other places . Unless stated otherwise, Defendant 

LMAS includes all of its successors, predecessors, 

affiliates and subsidiaries . Defendant LMAS is engaged in 

interstate commerce and, on information and belief, employs 

approximately 28,000 persons in the United States, 

primarily providing aircraft aerospace and related 

technology, and other products . Defendant LMAS and the 

remaining defendants are liable jointly and severally for 

all the violations alleged herein with regard to Plaintiffs 

and Class members employed at facilities owned or operated 

in whole or in part by LMAS . Defendant LMAS may be served 

by serving Charles T . Burbage, Site General Manager, at 86 

South Cobb Drive, Marietta, Georgia 30063 . 

16 . Defendant Lockheed Martin Corporation (hereinafter "LM") is 

presently and at all relevant times has continuously been a 

corporation doing business in multiple states including, 

but not limited to, Georgia, and incorporated in Maryland . 

Unless stated otherwise, Defendant LM includes all of its 

successors, predecessors, affiliates, and subsidiaries . 

Defendant LM is the parent company of LMAS . Defendant LM 

is engaged in interstate commerce and, on information and 

belief, employs approximately 149,000 persons in the United 

States, primarily providing aircraft, aerospace and related 

technology, and other products . Defendant LM and the 

remaining defendant are liable jointly and severally for 
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all the violations alleged herein with regard to Plaintiffs 

and Class members employed at facilities owned or operated 

in whole or in part by LM . Defendant LM may be served by 

serving its registered agent for service of process, 

Corporation Service Company at 9845 Jimmy Carter Boulevard, 

Norcross, Georgia 30093 . 

17 . At all relevant times, Defendant International Association 

of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, A . F . of L - C .I .O . 

(the "National Union"), has continuously been an 

association of participating employees which deals with 

Lockheed concerning terms and conditions of employment, and 

has continuously had at least fifteen members . The 

National Union is the authorized collective bargaining 

representative for employees of Lockheed nationwide . 

18 . At all relevant times, the National Union has continuously 

been a labor organization engaged in an industry affecting 

commerce within the meaning of §§ 701(d) and (e) of Title 

VII, 42 U .S .C . §§ 2000e(d) and (e) . 

19 . At all relevant times, Defendant International Association 

of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, A . F . of L - C .I .O . 

Local Lodge 709 (the "Local Union") has continuously been 

an association of participating employees which deals with 

Lockheed concerning terms and conditions of employment, and 

has continuously had at least fifteen members . The Local 

Union is the authorized collective bargaining 



All African-American persons employed by Lockheed in 
hourly positions in the United States at any time from 
1996 to the present, who are subject to the Union's 
discriminatory actions and failure to act and 
Lockheed's employment and human resources policies and 
practices, including, but not limited to, current or 
former hourly employees of Defendants LM and LMAS, and 
who have been or will be denied promotion, subjected 
to different terms and conditions of employment, 
subjected to a hostile work environment, and/or 
retaliated against because of the Defendants' pattern 
and practice of discriminating against African-
Americans on the basis of their race (the "Class") . 
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representative for employees of Lockheed at its plant in 

Marietta, Georgia . 

20 . At all relevant times, the Local Union has continuously 

been a labor organization engaged in an industry affecting 

commerce within the meaning of §§ 701(d) and (e) of Title 

VII, 42 U .S .C . §§ 2000e(d) and (e) . 

21 . Upon information and belief, the Local Union has an agency 

relationship with the National Union and acts under its 

authority . The Local Union is the subordinate body through 

which Lockheed employees at the Marietta Plant may enjoy 

membership and become affiliated with the National Union . 

CLASS ALLEGATIONS 

22 . Paragraphs 1 through 21, supra, are incorporated herein by 

reference . 

23 . Plaintiffs sue on their own behalf and on behalf of a class 

of persons pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 

23(a), (b) (2), and (b)(3) . 

24 . The named Plaintiffs bring this case on behalf of : 
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25 . Plaintiffs seek injunctive relief, primarily, and 

compensatory damages, secondarily, on behalf of the Class 

for continuing violations of the law by Lockheed and the 

Union for the past four or more years . 

26 . Upon information and belief, Plaintiffs estimate that there 

are more than 700 Class members, residing in Georgia and 

California, among other places . The Class is so numerous 

and geographically distributed that joinder of all members 

is impracticable . Questions of fact and law common to the 

Class include, primarily, those set forth below in subparts 

(a) through (d) and, secondarily, (e) through (r) : 

a . Whether Defendants' actions violated federal 

civil rights laws, in particular 92 U .S .C . § 1981 

and Title VII, as amended ; 

b . Whether Defendants' actions constituted disparate 

treatment and/or disparate impacts 

c . Whether Defendants knew or should have known that 

African-Americans were not obtaining the 

promotions and job opportunities obtained by less 

qualified Caucasians ; 

d . Whether Defendants failed to take reasonable or 

legally required action to correct the "race 

bias" in their Union and employment practices so 

that African-Americans would have the same 

employment opportunities as Caucasians ; 



race ; 

j . Whether there are statistically significant 

disparities between the promotions awarded to 

African-American employees and the promotions 

awarded to similarly-situated Caucasian 

employees, sufficient to permit an inference of 

intentional discrimination ; 

k . Whether Plaintiffs and the Class have been 

discriminated against by being subjected to 

different terms and conditions of employment, 

including training, on the basis of their race ; 

9 

e . Whether Defendants have a pattern and practice of 

illegal discrimination based on race ; 

f . Whether Defendants have intentionally engaged in 

this discrimination ; 

g . Whether Defendants have engaged in this 

discrimination with malice and/or reckless 

indifference to the federal rights of Plaintiffs 

and the Class ; 

h . Whether Plaintiffs and the Class have been 

discriminated against by being denied promotions 

on the basis of their race ; 

i . Whether Defendants maintain written and/or 

unwritten policies and/or practices for 

determining promotions that discriminate against 

Plaintiffs and the Class on the basis of their 
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1 . Whether Plaintiffs and the Class have been 

discriminated against by being subjected to a 

hostile work environment on the basis of their 

race ; 

m. Whether Plaintiffs and the Class have been 

discriminated against by being subjected to 

retaliation on the basis of their having opposed 

Defendants' discriminatory practices ; 

n . Whether Defendants have made misrepresentations 

regarding their employment policies to Plaintiffs 

and the Class 

o . Whether Defendants have breached their collective 

bargaining and employment agreements with 

Plaintiffs and the Class ; 

p . Whether Defendants have breached their contracts 

with the United States government, of which 

Plaintiffs and the Class are third-party 

beneficiaries ; 

q . Whether Plaintiffs and the Class have suffered 

damages caused by Defendants ; and 

r . Whether injunctive relief is appropriate as a 

remedy for Defendants' past and future 

discrimination . 

2'7 . Plaintiffs' claims are typical of the claims of the Class . 

For example, Mr . Combs and Mr . Kirkland, inter alia, allege 

discrimination in overtime ; Mr . Combs, Mr . Kirkland, Mr . 
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Elliott, Mr . Carlisle, Mr . Yarbrough, and Ms . Oliver, inter 

a1ia, allege discrimination in promotions ; Mr . Combs, Mr . 

Kirkland, Mr . Elliott, Mr . Carlisle, Mr . Yarbrough, and Mr . 

Banks, inter alia, allege discrimination in terms and 

conditions of employment, including but not limited to 

training ; Ms . Oliver also alleges discrimination in the 

terms and conditions of employment . Ms . Oliver, Mr . 

Kirkland, Mr . Combs, and Mr . Elliott, inter alia, allege 

discrimination by the Union in its failure to properly 

address, process or pursue their grievances regarding 

Lockheed's discriminatory practices, in its failure to 

adequately and fairly represent them, and in its failure to 

take appropriate action against, and to acquiesce in, 

Lockheed's discriminatory practices . Mr . Combs, Mr . 

Kirkland, Mr . Carlisle, Mr . Yarbrough, Ms . Oliver, and Mr . 

Banks, inter alia, allege a racially hostile work 

environment ; and Mr . Combs, Mr . Kirkland, Mr . Elliott, Mr . 

Carlisle, Mr . Yarbrough, Ms . Oliver, and Mr . Banks, inter 

alia, allege retaliation . 

Plaintiffs and their counsel will fairly and adequately 

protect the interests of the Class . 

Defendants have acted/refused to act and are 

acting/refusing to act on grounds generally applicable to 

the Class, thereby making final injunctive or corresponding 

declaratory relief appropriate with respect to the Class as 

a whole . 
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30 . The common questions of fact and law, as noted in above 

Paragraph 26, predominate over questions affecting only 

individual members . 

31 . A class action is superior to other available methods for 

the fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy . 

32 . There are no unusual difficulties likely to be encountered 

in the management of this litigation as a class action . 

33 . Notice to the Class may be accomplished inexpensively, 

efficiently, and in a manner best designed to protect the 

due process rights of all Class members by means of written 

notices supplied through Defendants' system of 

communication with their employees and members . 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

34 . Paragraphs 1 through 33, supra, are incorporated herein by 

reference . 

A . Lockheed and Union Defendants 

35 . Based upon information and belief, less than 10% of the 

total work force employed by Lockheed is African-American . 

Defendants have perpetrated a company-wide, continuing 

pattern and practice of illegal discrimination against 

their African-American workers or members because of their 

race . Furthermore, Defendants have engaged in this 

discrimination intentionally and with malice and/or 

reckless indifference to the federal rights of their 

workers or members . 
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36 . African-Americans who work for Lockheed find it much more 

difficult to receive promotions than their similarly 

situated Caucasian co-workers . Company-wide, African-

Americans are kept at lower-level jobs longer than other 

non-African-American similarly situated workers, in spite 

of the fact that African-American employees are qualified 

and apply for advancement . This phenomenon is so 

significant that it cannot be explained merely by chance . 

The experiences of Plaintiffs being denied promotions 

based on the subjective decision-making of a predominately 

Caucasian managerial staff, as detailed below, are typical . 

African-Americans watch as non-African-American worker 

after worker is promoted ahead of them . When African-

American workers complain to Defendants that promotions are 

based on race, not on job-related criteria, Defendants do 

not provide satisfactory explanations . This disparate 

treatment is caused by Defendants' continuing pattern and 

practice of discrimination based on race . 

37 . African-Americans employed with Lockheed also find it much 

more difficult to receive the training necessary to compete 

for promotions than their similarly situated Caucasian 

coworkers or to receive opportunities for overtime work, 

thereby preventing African-Americans from advancing within 

the company . Instead, overtime and training opportunities 

are awarded to Caucasian workers by the subjective 

decision-making of a predominately Caucasian managerial 
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staff . The experiences of Plaintiffs are typical . This 

disparate treatment is caused by Defendants' continuing 

pattern and practice of discrimination based on race . 

38 . African-Americans employed with Lockheed are also subjected 

to a racially hostile work environment at Lockheed's 

facilities . The experiences of Plaintiffs are typical . 

African-Americans are commonly forced to listen to racial 

slurs, including the use of the word "nigger" and the 

phrase "coon hunt ." Other phrases used in the workplace 

are "using Blacks as dogs to flush out the deers," "niggers 

are like flies ; they're always bothering you," "boy," 

"them," and "you people ." African-Americans also receive 

crude drawings, including back-to-Africa tickets, and 

calling cards from the Klu Klux Klan . They also have 

hangsmen's nooses left in their work area and endure other 

intimidating tactics . Because the supervisors tacitly or 

openly approve of such treatment, there is little that can 

be done by an individual African-American to escape such 

harassment . This disparate treatment is caused by 

Defendants' continuing pattern and practice of 

discrimination based on race . 

39 . Reports to Defendants of disparate treatment as regards 

promotion, training, overtime, and hostile work environment 

go unheeded . Often, such reports are simply ignored or 

responded to with a form denial . When Defendants do choose 

to engage in an "investigation," it is done in a cursory 
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fashion . Some African-Americans who raise concerns about 

discrimination are retaliated against by the Defendants . 

Remedial measures allegedly pursued by Defendants are 

ineffective . In spite of official statements that 

Defendants support racial diversity, the message clearly 

communicated to workers is that racial discrimination 

against African-Americans is standard operating procedure 

and will not generally result in disciplinary employment 

action . Moreover, African-Americans know that they are not 

perceived by Defendants as persons who are worth training 

or promoting within Lockheed . The process used to select 

employees for available positions is subjective . Lockheed 

handpicks Caucasian candidates for available positions, 

targets Caucasian individuals for promotions, and, where 

job postings are utilized, consistently uses them to fill 

positions with non-African-Americans . Lockheed even writes 

job postings to match a particular individual's resume or 

"qualifications" to ensure the selection of that 

individual . Lockheed also waives qualification criteria in 

order to select Caucasian applicants for available 

positions . 

Senior management of Lockheed and the Union are well aware 

that there is a company-wide, continuing pattern and 

practice of racial discrimination . 

Findings by the EEOC in this matter reflect the EEOC's 

investigation and subsequent determination that Defendant 
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LMAS discriminates on the basis of race, has disparate 

personnel practices for African-Americans, permits a 

pervasive and company-wide racially hostile work 

environment, and retaliates against African-American 

employees and those who complain about racial 

discrimination . 

92 . Defendants' continuing pattern and practice of illegal 

employment discrimination has persisted for decades and 

continues to the present date, both as regards Plaintiffs 

and the Class . 

93 . Defendants have made representations to Plaintiffs and the 

Class regarding Lockheed's employment policies . Lockheed 

has promulgated affirmative action plans, equal opportunity 

policies, and other policies stating that employees are to 

be promoted on the basis of factors such as ability, 

experience, and past contribution . However, Lockheed's 

actual practices have often been completely different than 

those representations, resulting in Plaintiffs and the 

Class not being treated according to Defendants' stated 

policies . 

44 . Lockheed has entered into numerous contracts with the 

United States government . Pursuant to Executive Order No . 

11246, all government contracts, including those with 

Lockheed, are required to and do include the following 

terms : 



hostility toward African-Americans . Specific examples 

include, but are not limited to, racial slurs, crude 

drawings, and calling cards from the Klu Klux Klan, noose 

incidents, and verbal harassment . 

46 . African-American workers have filed specific grievances 

with the Union regarding the discriminatory treatment they 

have suffered at the hands of Lockheed on numerous 

occasions . The Union often `misplaces" grievances filed by 

African-Americans . Regularly, the Union unlawfully settles 

grievances filed by African-Americans, without consulting 

the grievant . The Union has repeatedly refused or failed 

to properly address, process, or pursue a number of these 

grievances . Despite systemic discrimination and harassment 
17 

c 
The contractor will not discriminate against any 
employee or applicant for employment because of 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin . 
The contractor will take affirmative action to 
ensure that applicants are employed, and that 
employees are treated equally during employment, 
without regard to their race, color, religion, 
sex, or national origin . Such action shall 
include, but not be limited to the following : 
Employment, upgrading, demotion, or transfer, 
recruitment or recruitment advertising ; layoff 
or termination ; rates of pay or other forms of 
compensation ; and selection for training, 
including apprenticeship . 

See 41 C .F .R . § 60-1 .9(a)(1) . Regardless of this express 

promise, Defendants have discriminated against Plaintiffs 

and the Class and have treated them differently because of 

their race . 

45 . The work environment maintained at Lockheed is rampant with 
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at Lockheed, the Union, the only representative authorized 

to act on behalf of African-American employees, has failed 

to properly address specific concerns of African-American 

employees, has failed to represent these employees fairly 

and adequately, and has failed to take appropriate 

corrective action against Lockheed's policies and 

practices . The Union has chosen simply to acquiesce in 

Lockheed's policy and practice of discrimination . The 

Union has a reputation for discriminatory practices against 

African-American members . With respect to the handling of 

grievances, the Union has both failed to assist African-

Americans and failed to adequately prosecute . 

By contrast, the Union has traditionally responded promptly 

and properly to concerns raised and grievances filed by 

Caucasian Union members . 

Defendants' continuing pattern and practice of racial 

discrimination has injured Plaintiffs and the Class in 

various ways . Defendants' failure to promote Plaintiffs, 

subjecting them to different terms and conditions of 

employment, subjecting them to a hostile work environment, 

and subjecting them to retaliation has, at the very least, 

cost Plaintiffs the significant additional wages and 

benefits to which they are entitled . In many instances, 

African-American workers have not received upgrades under 

the same or similar circumstances as their Caucasian co-

workers . Plaintiffs' injury, however, is not limited to 
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items appearing on a pay stub . The racial discrimination 

practiced by the Lockheed and the Union has stigmatized 

Plaintiffs and the Class, devaluing Plaintiffs by telling 

them they are not worth as much as Caucasians . This has 

caused Plaintiffs and the Class an immeasurable amount of 

harm, including physical and emotional pain and suffering . 

B . Named Plaintiffs/Class Representatives 

49 . All Class representatives are members of the African- 

American race . 
50 . The necessary administrative remedies under federal law 

have been exhausted for the Plaintiffs and the Class, and 

the EEOC has issued Letters of Determination regarding one 

or more of the claims of Mr . Yarbrough, Mr . Kirkland, Mr . 

Elliott, and Mr . Carlisle . The EEOC has issued the 

necessary Right to Sue Letters on May 9, 2000 . 

51 . Mr . Yarbrough : Mr . Yarbrough was denied promotions to the 

position of supervisor and subjected to discriminatory 

employment practices based on his race . Mr . Yarbrough has 

been denied training and subjected to a hostile work 

environment . Mr . Yarbrough has been employed with Lockheed 

for over thirty-two years and has applied for various 

promotions to supervisory positions . Defendants have 

selected Caucasian employees with less seniority and 

experience for positions such as temporary and permanent 
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supervisor . Based on the evidence of record and witness 

statements, the EEOC concluded that Mr . Yarbrough was not 

promoted, on or about November 17, 1998, based on the 

subjective decision-making of a predominantly Caucasian 

managerial staff and was subjected to discriminatory 

employment practices based on his race . Mr . Yarbrough also 

has had difficulty obtaining upgrades (a salary increase 

plus a job classification increase) . After he complained 

of discrimination at Lockheed, Mr . Yarbrough was subjected 

to additional harassment and Lockheed retaliated against 

him . 

52 . Mr . Combs : Mr . Combs is a current employee of Lockheed and 

has been employed for approximately twenty years . On June 

15, 1998, Mr . Combs was denied promotion to the position of 

Supervisor Fabrication . On August 29, 1998, he was again 

denied his request for a promotion . On October 7, 1998, he 

was denied his request for a promotion to the position of 

CNC Mill Operator Machinist . The denials of promotion were 

based on race . In addition, Mr . Combs has been denied 

training . Caucasian employees were provided training on 

new machinery, while Mr . Combs was denied training 

notwithstanding numerous requests . After filing his 

initial Charge of Discrimination with the EEOC, Mr . Combs 

was retaliated against by Lockheed . Mr . Combs has also 

been denied overtime . Caucasian employees with less 

seniority were granted overtime, while Mr . Combs was denied 
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such overtime . Furthermore, Mr . Combs has been subjected 

to a hostile work environment . A department manager 

indicated that other employees should not associate with 

Mr . Combs . Mr . Combs has also been subjected to racial 

jokes and slurs . The Union has also failed to adequately 

prosecute Mr . Combs' grievances . For instance, in 1998, he 

filed a grievance for denial of promotional opportunities . 

His well-founded grievance was denied . A Caucasian co-

worker, however, also filed a grievance for denial of 

promotional opportunities and was subsequently promoted . 

In addition, in 1998, Mr . Combs filed a grievance for 

denial of his request for work on certain machines, i .e ., 

the high-speed Mazark . Mr . Comb's grievance was denied . A 

similar grievance filed by a Caucasian co-worker, however, 

was granted . In addition, the Union has failed to assist 

Mr . Combs with respect to the filing of grievances . For 

instance, in February 1999, Mr . Combs filed a grievance, 

alleging harassment and discrimination . The Union denied 

the grievance . Also, in April 2000, Mr . Combs filed a 

grievance, asking that he be allowed to work free of 

discrimination and harassment . To date, the Union has 

taken no action . The Union's business agent and vice-

president did not respond to Mr . Comb's requests for 

representation . Similar requests by Caucasian employees, 

however, have been granted by the Union . Lastly, the Union 

has acquiesced to Lockheed's unlawful employment practices . 
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53 . Mr . Kirkland : Mr . Kirkland, a former employee of Lockheed, 

was employed by Lockheed for approximately twenty-eight 

years . Mr . Kirkland was denied a promotion to the position 

of operations Analyst, and denied training and status 

because of his race . When Mr . Kirkland applied for a 

promotion, his education, work experience, and seniority 

with Defendants were not given the same or similar 

consideration as that of the Caucasian employee who was 

selected . Mr . Kirkland was exposed to a racially hostile 

work environment, racial epitaphs, and other offensive 

remarks . Based on evidence of record and witness 

statements, the EEOC concluded that Mr . Kirkland was not 

promoted based on the subjective decision-making of a 

predominantly Caucasian managerial staff and was subjected 

to discriminatory employment practices based on his race . 

After he filed a Charge of Discrimination with the EEOC, he 

was harassed, intimidated, and retaliated against by 

Lockheed . In addition, Mr . Kirkland has been denied 

overtime, although Caucasian employees with less seniority 

were given overtime . Furthermore, Mr . Kirkland has been 

denied training given to Caucasian employees . He has also 

had difficulty obtaining upgrades . With respect to the 

handling of grievances, the Union has failed to adequately 

prosecute Mr . Kirkland's grievances . For example, in the 

Winter of 1998, tardies were incorrectly posted on Mr . 

Kirkland's attendance record, although Lockheed's policy is 
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to provide pardons for weather-related tardies . Mr . 

Kirkland's complaint to the Union fell on deaf ears . 

Similar grievances filed by Caucasian employees, however, 

were successfully granted by the Union . Another example of 

the Union's failure to adequately prosecute Mr . Kirkland's 

grievances occurred at the end of 1998, when, during a 

brief period, Mr . Kirkland was a shop steward . Lockheed 

officials gave Mr . Kirkland a bogus EPN and, because Mr . 

Kirkland was a shop steward, he requested representation by 

the business agent with respect to the EPN . The Union's 

business agent and vice-president did not respond to his 

requests for representation . Similar requests by Caucasian 

employees, however, have been granted by the Union . 

Further, the Union has acquiesced to Lockheed's unlawful 

employment practices . 

54 . Mr . Carlisle : Mr . Carlisle, a former employee of Lockheed, 

was employed by Lockheed for over fifteen years . On 

multiple occasions, Mr . Carlisle was denied promotions and 

was subjected to disparate promotional practices, and 

training opportunities at Lockheed based on his race . Mr . 

Carlisle has also been subjected to a hostile work 

environment . He suffered severe emotional distress and 

sought counseling . On February 27, 1998, after receiving 

an outstanding evaluation, Mr . Carlisle applied for a 

promotion from Parts Dispatcher to Operations Technician 

(he had previously applied for the position of operations 
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Technician on May 20, July 7, August 18, October 21, and 

October 23, 1997) . Mr . Carlisle was denied the February 

1998 promotion, although, as on previous occasions, he had 

more formal education and more years of experience than the 

Caucasian employee selected . Based on evidence of record 

and witness statements, the EEOC concluded that Mr . 

Carlisle was not promoted based on the subjective decision-

making of a predominantly Caucasian managerial staff and 

was subjected to discriminatory employment practices, 

particularly regarding training . Further, Mr . Carlisle has 

had difficulty obtaining upgrades . In addition, Mr . 

Carlisle attempted to file a grievance with the LMAS Union, 

but the Union refused to process and pursue his grievance . 

Furthermore, after this final promotion was denied, Mr . 

Carlisle filed a charge with the EEOC . After Mr . Carlisle 

filed his initial EEOC charge alleging racial 

discrimination, he was maliciously counseled, disciplined, 

retaliated against, and transferred . Upon filing an 

internal Union grievance, he was transferred back to his 

department and, subsequently, his supervisor was 

transferred . The Union did not take appropriate action 

against Lockheed's continuing unlawful employment practices 

and procedures . Caucasian employees who filed grievances 

similar to Mr . Carlisle's grievances received preferential 

treatment . With respect to the Union's failure to 

adequately prosecute, on October 26, 1999, Mr . Carlisle was 
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issued a bogus Employee Performance Notice and three-day 

suspension without pay . Mr . Carlisle filed a grievance 

with the Union for his lost wages . Mr . Carlisle's 

grievance has not been granted, while a similar grievance 

filed by a Caucasian co-worker was vigorously represented 

by the Union, The Caucasian employee's grievance was 

granted . The Caucasian employee received his lost wages . 

Mr . Carlisle did not . With respect to the Union's failure 

to assist, in September 1999, Mr . Carlisle filed a 

grievance regarding the discrimination he experienced at 

Lockheed . Mr . Carlisle's grievance was denied and the 

Union said it was without merit . In March 2000, Mr . 

Carlisle filed a grievance concerning his layoff because 

the layoff was retaliatory . Mr . Carlisle has been informed 

by the Union that the Union will not present the grievance 

to the Senior Board . To Mr . Carlisle's knowledge, nothing 

has occurred to date regarding this grievance . 

55 . Ms . Oliver : Ms . Oliver is a current employee of Lockheed 

and has been employed with Lockheed for approximately 

seventeen years . Notwithstanding her experience, on or 

about May 22, 1998 and August 17, 1998, Ms . Oliver was 

denied promotions to the position of Supervisor . Ms . 

Oliver has been subjected to a hostile work environment . 

She witnessed a hangman's noose draped over an African-

American supervisor's desk . After she filed her initial 



56 . Mr . Elliott : Mr . Elliott is a current employee of Lockheed 

who has been employed for approximately twenty-one years . 

Mr . Elliot was denied promotions because of his race . 

After he complained, he was retaliated against by being 

given undesirable job assignments . When Mr . Elliot applied 

for a position, entitled "783-3," his job performance was 

satisfactory, and he had more seniority and experience than 

the Caucasian employee who was selected for the position . 

Based on the evidence of record and witness statements, the 

EEOC concluded that Mr . Elliot was not promoted based on 

the subjective decision-making of a predominantly Caucasian 

managerial staff and was subjected to different terms and 

conditions of employment based on his race . Mr . Elliott 

was denied training offered to Caucasian employees . He was 

denied his proper requests for back pay . Further, Mr . 

Elliott has had difficulty obtaining upgrades . Lockheed 

also refused to honor or accommodate his lifting 

restrictions after he injured his left hand . Because of his 

experiences at Lockheed, Mr . Elliott suffered severe 

emotional distress and sought counseling . In addition, Mr . 

Elliott filed grievances with the Union on several 
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Charge of Discrimination with the EEOC, she was retaliated 

against . 
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occasions . On or about June 5, 1998, and September 22, 

1998, he learned that the Union had wrongfully refused to 

process and pursue the grievances . Caucasian employees who 

filed grievances similar to Mr . Elliott's grievances 

received preferential treatment . For example, in 1998, Mr . 

Elliott filed a grievance for back pay for a period of 

eleven months . The Union has failed to adequately 

prosecute Mr . Elliott's grievance . A Caucasian employee 

that filed a similar grievance was provided assistance and 

relief . Mr . Elliott's grievance, however, was denied . 

57 . Mr . Banks : Mr . Banks is a current employee of Lockheed who 

has been employed for approximately thirty years . Although 

Mr . Banks was first hired by Lockheed in 1967, he has not 

been promoted to the position of Supervisor . Mr . Banks has 

been subjected to a continuing hostile work environment . 

He was advised that a supervisor stated to two Lockheed 

employees, "You better have your sorry ass in here on 

Martin Luther King, Jr .'s birthday ." He was informed that 

his supervisor stated, "You all are working like niggers 

and you are going to be off Monday like them as well ." In 

addition, a hangman's noose was placed in his work area on 

or about August 14, 1999 . Also, Mr . Banks has had 

difficulty obtaining upgrades . Since filing his initial 
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Charge of Discrimination with the EEOC, Mr . Banks also has 

been harassed, intimidated, and retaliated against . Mr . 

Banks also has been denied training offered to Caucasian 

co-workers . 

COUNT I 
RACIAL DISCRIMIINATION IN VIOLATION OF 42 U .S .C . § 1981, et seq . 

58 . Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference each and 

every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 through 57, 

supra . 

59 . Defendants have discriminated against Plaintiffs and 

members of the Class in violation of 92 U .S .C . §§ 1981, et 

seq ., by subjecting them to different treatment on the 

basis of their race . 

60 . Defendants have engaged in this discrimination 

intentionally, with malice, and/or reckless indifference to 

the rights of their aggrieved employees and Union members . 

61 . Defendants' conduct has directly and proximately caused 

Plaintiffs and the Class to suffer damages, including, but 

not limited to, lost past and future earnings, lost 

benefits, emotional and physical distress, and pain and 

suffering, in amounts to be proven at trial . 

62 . Based on Defendants' conduct as alleged above, punitive 

damages are appropriate and should be awarded . 

63 . An award of attorneys' fees is appropriate in this case 

pursuant to applicable law . 
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COUNT II 
RACIAL DISCRIMINATION IN VIOLATION OF 
TITLE VII OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 

64 . Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference each and 

every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 through 57, 

supra . 

65 . Defendants have discriminated against Plaintiffs and 

members of the Class in violation of Title VII of the Civil 

Rights Act, 42 U .S .C . §§ 2000e, et seq., as amended, by 

subjecting them to different treatment on the basis of 

their race . 

66 . Defendants' conduct has directly and proximately caused 

Plaintiffs and the Class to suffer damages, including, but 

not limited to, lost past and future earnings, lost 

benefits, emotional and physical distress, and pain and 

suffering, in amounts to be proven at trial . 

67 . Based on Defendants' conduct as alleged above, punitive 

damages are appropriate and should be awarded . 

68 . An award of attorneys' fees is appropriate in this case 
pursuant to applicable law . 

COUNT III 
DISPARATE IMPACT IN VIOLATION OF TITLE VII 

69 . Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference each and 

every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 through 96, 

supra . 

70 . Defendants' policies and practices for determining 
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compensation, including the use of Defendants' performance 

evaluation system as a basis for determining compensation, 

have a disparate impact on African-American salaried 

employees . 

71 . Defendants' policies and practices for determining 

promotions and job transfers, including the use of 

Defendants' performance evaluation system as a basis for 

determining advancement, have a disparate impact on 

African-American salaried employees . 

72 . Defendants' conduct has directly and proximately caused 

Plaintiffs and the Class to suffer damages, including, but 

not limited to, lost past and future earnings, lost 

benefits, emotional and physical distress, and pain and 

suffering, in amounts to be proven at trial . 

73 . Based on Defendants' conduct as alleged above, punitive 

damages are appropriate and should be awarded . 

79 . An award of attorneys' fees is appropriate in this case 

pursuant to applicable law . 

COUNT IV 
BREACH OF CONTRACT 

75 . Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference each and 

every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 through 57, 

supra . 



supra . 

80 . Defendants' relationships with Plaintiffs and members of 

the Class are controlled by Collective Bargaining 

Agreements . These collective bargaining agreements, or 

some of them, prohibit discrimination on the basis of race 

and national origin . 

81 . Defendants have breached the collective bargaining 

agreements with their discriminatory practices . 

82 . Defendants' breach of the collective bargaining agreements 

has directly and proximately caused some Plaintiffs and the 

Class to suffer damages including, but not limited to, lost 

past and future earnings, lost benefits, emotional and 

31 

76 . Lockheed has entered into numerous contracts with the 

United States government . Lockheed has materially breached 

its government contracts in discriminating against 

Plaintiffs and members of the Class . 

77 . Plaintiffs and members of the Class are intended 

beneficiaries of the government contracts with Lockheed . 

78 . Lockheed's breach of contract has directly and proximately 

caused Plaintiffs and the Class to suffer damages, 

including, but not limited to, lost past and future 

earnings, lost benefits, and consequential damages . 

COUNT V 
BREACH OF CONTRACT 

79 . Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference each and 

every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 through 57, 
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physical distress, and pain and suffering, in amounts to be 

proven at trial . 

COUNT VI 
INJUNCTIVE AND EQUITABLE RELIEF 

83 . Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference each and 

every allegation set forth in paragraphs 1 through 57, 

supra . 

84 . Plaintiffs and the Class are entitled to injunctive and 

equitable relief restraining Defendants from illegally 

discriminating against Plaintiffs and the Class and 

providing Plaintiffs and the Class the benefits which they 

would have received but for the discrimination and conduct 

of Defendants . 

85 . An award of attorneys' fees is appropriate in this case 

pursuant to applicable law . 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, on their own behalf and on behalf of 

the Class, pray for relief as follows : 

a . A declaration certifying the Class ; 

b . An order declaring that Defendants are liable jointly 

and severally to Plaintiffs and the Class for their 

discriminatory practices and those of their 

subsidiaries and predecessors-in-interest to the 

extent Plaintiffs and the Class were employed by any 

of them ; 
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c . Injunctive and equitable relief restraining all 

Defendants from illegally discriminating against 

Plaintiffs and the Class and providing Plaintiffs and 

the Class with the benefits which they would have 

received but for the illegal discrimination of the 

Defendants ; 

d . Judgment against the Defendants for damages, 

including, but not limited to, back and front pay, 

lost fringe benefits, including any lost benefits that 

would have otherwise been included in the 401(k) 

pension plans of Plaintiffs and the class ; 

e . Compensatory damages, emotional distress damages, pain 

and suffering damages, and punitive damages ; 

f . An award of attorneys' fees . 

g . All reasonable costs and litigation expenses ; 

h . Prejudgment interest ; and 

i . Such other and further relief as this honorable Court 

deems just and equitable . 

JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiffs and the Class members request a jury trial on 

all questions of fact raised by their Complaint . 



COCHRAN, CHERRY, GIVENS, SMITH & SISTRUNK, P .C . 
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Respectfully submitted, 

b ASSOCIA 

By : 
'Jo ie A . AlexanfSer (Georgia Bar No . 008886) 
10 P O Edgewood Avenue, N .E . 

lanta, Georgia 30307 
elephone : (409) 619-0001 
Facsimile : (404) 619-0009 

7ohnnie L . Cochran, Jr . (New York Bar No . 505500) 
(Pro Hac Vice Application Pending) 

By : Hezekiah Sistrunk, Jr . (Georgia Bar No . 649913) 

J . Keith Givens (Georgia Bar No . 296270) 

Jock Smith (Alabama Bar No . SMI047) 
(Pro Hac Vice Application Pending) 

127 Peachtree Street, N .E ., Suite 800 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 
Telephone : (909) 222-9922 
Facsimile : (909) 222-0170 



V CASE NUMBER : 
LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICS COMPANY, formerly 
d/b/a, LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS, LOCKHEED MARTIN 
CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND 
AEROSPACE WORKERS, A . F . OF L. - C.I .O ., AND INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND AEROSPACE WORKERS, A,F . OF L . 
C.I .O . LOCAL LODGE 709, 

1 00-0-,V-1183 
Defendants . . 

TO : (Name and address of defendant) 
LOCKHEED MARTIN CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS AND AEROSPACE 
WORKERS, A,F . OF L . - C.I .O . 
9000 Machinist Place 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772-2687 

an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within 
Twenty (20) days after service of 

this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken against you for 
the relief demanded in the complaint . You must also file your answer with the Clerk of this Court within a reasonable period of 
time after service . 

NAY 1 1 2000 
DATE 

J 440 (Rep 70/9) Summons in a Civil Action 

"'IlLrrtitebi 4tatES Bistritt Court ORIGINAL P 
NORTHERN GEORGIA 

DISTRICT OF 
?ARRIS YARBROUGH, CALVIN COMBS, EDWARD 
CIRKLAND, WENDELL CARLISLE, RITA OLIVER, 
dAYNE ELLIOTT, and JOSEPH BANKS, 
individually and on behalf of all SUMMONS IN A CIVIL CASE [hers similarly situated, 

Plaintiffs, 

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to serve upon PLAINTIFF'S ATTORNEY (name and address) 

Josie A . Alexander 
Alexander 6 Associates 
1020 Edgewood Avenue, N .E . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30307 

LUTfiER D. THOMAS 
CLERK 
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LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICS COMPANY, formerly 
d/b/a, LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS, LOCKHEED MARTIN 
CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND 
AEROSPACE WORKERS, A. F . OF L. - C .I .O ., AND INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND AEROSPACE WORKERS, A, F . OF L . -
C.I .O . LOCAL LODGE 709, 
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND 
AEROSPACE WORKERS, A.F . of C.I .O . LOCAL 
LODGE 709 
1032 S . Marietta Parkway 
Marietta, Georgia 30062 

an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within Twenty ( 20) days after service of 
this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service . H you fail to do so, judgment by default wolf be taken against you for 
the relief demanded in the complaint . You must also file your answer with the Clerk of this Court within a reasonable period of 
time after service . 

MAY t 1 2010 

DATE 
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~niteb 4ttttPS Bistrict Court ORIGINAL 
NORTHERN GEORGIA 

DISTRICT OF 
FARRIS YARBROUGH, CALVIN COMBS, EDWARD 
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Defendants . . 
TO: (Name and address of defendant) 
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Josie A. Alexander 
Alexander fi Associates 
1020 Edgewood Avenue, N.E . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30307 

LUTHER D. THOMAS 
CLERK 



an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within Twenty (20) days after service of 
this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service . If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken against you for 
the relief demanded in the complaint . You must also file your answer with the Clerk of this Court within a reasonable period of 
time after service . 
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CLERK 
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formerly d/b/a/, LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS 
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1020 Edgewood Avenue, N .E . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30307 
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an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within Twenty (20) days after service of 
this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service . If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken against you for 
the relief demanded in the complaint . You must also file your answer with the Clerk of this Court within a reasonable period of 
time after service . 

LUTHER D. TPlOMAB 
May 10, 2000 
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d/b/a, LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS, LOCKHEED MARTIN 
CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND 
AEROSPACE WORKERS, A. F . OF L . - C .I .O ., AND INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND AEROSPACE WORKERS, A, F . OF L . - 
C .I .O . LOCAL LODGE 709, 

Defendants . 
TO: (Name and address o1 defendant) 

LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICS COMPANY 
formerly d/b/a/, LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS 
86 South Cobb Drive 
Marietta, Georgia 30063 
Attn : D .M . Hancock, President 

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to serve upon PLAINTIFF'S ATTORNEY (name and address) 

Josie A . Alexander 
Alexander b Associates 
1020 Edgewood Avenue, N . E . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30307 



an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within Twenty (20) days after service of 
this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service . If you fail to do so, judgment by defauk will be taken against you for 
the relief demanded in the complaint. You must also file your answer with the Clerk of this Court within a reasonable period of 
time after service . 

May 10, 2000 
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prtitPb '~&ttttPS District Tvurt 
NORTHERN GEORGIA 

DISTRICT OF 
FARRIS YARBROUGN, CALVIN COMBS, EDWARD 
KIRKLAND, WENDELL CARLISLE, RITA OLIVER, 
WAYNE ELLIOTT, and JOSEPH BANKS, 
individually and on behalf of all 
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Plaintiffs, 

CASE NUMBER : i D o- CU-1183 
LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICS COMPANY, formerly 
d/b/a, LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS, LOCKHEED MARTIN 
CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND 
AEROSPACE WORKERS, A . F . OF L . - C.I .O ., AND INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND AEROSPACE WORKERS, A,F . OF L . - 
C.I .O . LOCAL LODGE 709, 

Defendants . . 
TO : (Name and address of defendant) 

LOCKHEED MARTIN CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS AND AEROSPACE 
WORKERS, A.F . OF L . - C.I .O . 
9000 Machinist Place 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772-2687 
Attn : R . Thomas Buffenbarger 

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to serve upon PLAINTIFF'S ATTORNEY (name and address) 

Josie A. Alexander 
Alexander b Associates 
1020 Edgewoad Avenue, N.E . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30307 

LTJTHER D. TPlOMA$ 
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DISTRICT OF 
FARRIS YARBROUGH, CALVIN COMBS, EDWARD 
KIRKLPuND, WENDELL CARLISLE, RITA OLIVER, 
'dAYNE ELLIOTT, and JOSEPH BANKS, 
individually and on behalf of all 
others similarly situated, 

Plaintiffs, 

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL CASE 

1 00-CV-1183 

Defendants . 
TO: (Name and address of defendant) 

an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within Twenty (20) days after service of 
this summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken against you for 
the relief demanded in the complaint . You must also file your answer with the Clerk of this Court within a reasonable period of 
time after service . 

May 10, 2000 

DATE CLERK 
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01) DEPUTY CLERK 

V" CASE NUMBER: 
LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICS COMPANY, formerly 
d/b/a, LOCKHEED MARTIN AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS, LOCKHEED MARTIN 
CORPORATION, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND 
AEROSPACE WORKERS, A . F . OF L . - C.I .O ., AND INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND AEROSPACE WORKERS, A,F . OF L . 
C .I .O . LOCAL LODGE 709, 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINIST AND 
AEROSPACE WORKERS, A.F . of C .I .O . LOCAL 
LODGE 709 
1032 S . Marietta Parkway 
Marietta, Georgia 30062 
Attn : Mr . B.W. Myrick, President 

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to serve upon PLAINTIFF'S ATTORNEY name and address) 

Josie A . Alexander 
Alexander b Associates 
1020 Edgewood Avenue, N.E . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30307 

LUTHER D. THOMAS 



in answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within Twenty (20) days attar service of 
.his summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken against you for 
:he relief demanded in the complaint. You must also file your answer with the Clerk of this Court within a reasonable period of 
:ime after service. 

.ICTHM D. THOMAS 
May 10, 2000 
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Josie A. Alexander 
Alexander 6 Associates 
1020 Edgewood Avenue, N .E . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30307 


