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MORRI S SHEPPARD ARNOLD, Circuit Judge.

Thomas Shaw worked as the director of the radiol ogy departnent at
Doctors Hospital in Little Rock, Arkansas, from 1975 until early 1993, when
the hospital fired him He sued the hospital in federal court, alleging
age discrimnation. See 26 U S.C. 88 621-634. After a seven-day trial in
m d- 1995, a jury awarded M. Shaw conpensatory danmages of $125,600; the
trial court awarded M. Shaw |i qui dated damages of $125,600 and front pay
of $550, 000, nmaking a total award to M. Shaw of $801,200 (all nunbers are
rounded) .

The hospital appeal ed, arguing that the evidence was insufficient to
sustain the verdict and that several of the trial



court's evidentiary rulings were inproper. W affirmthe judgnent of the
trial court.?!

l.

Al though the parties characterize the actions of the hospital
personnel manager differently, it was undisputed that on at |east two
occasions he altered the evaluation notes nade by M. Shaw s supervisor.
In the first instance, in evaluation notes witten five nonths before
M. Shaw was fired, M. Shaw s supervisor |listed several areas that she
wanted M. Shaw to work on, specifically, tinely responsiveness to requests
from supervisors and to changes in nedical care, delegation of sone
responsibilities to his enployees and then holding them accountable for
those responsibilities, and exerting a strong personal presence in nanagi ng
his departnment. After M. Shaw was fired, the hospital personnel nmanager
added comments to the effect that M. Shaw had been cautioned "on nunerous
occasions in the past [about those areas] with no inprovenent."

In the second i nstance, in evaluation notes witten one nonth before
M. Shaw was fired, M. Shaw s supervisor |isted the various topics
di scussed and gave a short summary of each discussion. After M. Shaw was
fired, the hospital personnel nanager added such remarks as, "Il rem nded

Tom that he was the Director,"” "Tom never followed up [on an enpl oyee's

suggestion for clothing hooks in the marmbgramwai ting roons], although it

was an excellent idea," "Again | covered lack of followup with him" and
"Discussed with himthe need to be creative hinself, ... and the perception
of enpl oyees and ot her nmanagers that Tomdid not want to do any changes or
rock the boat in any way. This was counterproductive in today's market."

Most serious of all, the hospital personnel
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nmanager changed in a nmaterial way the substance of several comments -- from
"Tom really doesn't know enough about the scheduling systent to "Tom

admtted not knowi ng enough about the scheduling system" and from"|l nay
not have made nyself very clear on what | expected of Tom' to "I stated
what | expected of Tom and | et him know the seriousness of the problens

addressed, that these sane problens had been addressed with him severa
times in the past w thout inprovenent."

The jury was entitled (although not required) to conclude fromthat
evi dence that the reasons given by the hospital for firing M. Shaw were
a pretext for age discrimnation. Since the hospital does not dispute that
M. Shaw nmade out a prima facie case, we hold that the evidence was

sufficient to sustain the verdict for M. Shaw See, e.9., Nelson v.
Boat nen's Bancshares, Inc., 26 F.3d 796, 800-01 (8th Cir. 1994); see also
St. Mary's Honor Center v. Hcks, 113 S. &. 2742, 2749 (1993), and Nel son
v. J. C Penney Conpany. Inc., 75 F.3d 343, 345-46 (8th Cr. 1996). W
al so hold that the evidence was sufficient to sustain the jury's finding

that the hospital's conduct was willful

.

W have considered the hospital's further argunents with respect to
the trial court's evidentiary rulings. W see no legal error by the trial
court in those rulings, nor do we detect any effect upon the hospital's
substantial rights, see, e.q., Estes v. Dick Smth Ford, Inc., 856 F.2d
1097, 1105 (8th Cir. 1988), see also Fed. R Ev. 103(a).




M.
For the reasons stated, we affirmthe judgnent of the trial court.
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