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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Alabama grants defendants’ motion for

summary judgment on Lizzie Ingram’s Title VII discrimination and retaliation claims, Equal Pay Act

claim, defamation claim, and breach-of-contract claim. The court concludes that Ingram failed to

establish sufficient evidence of discrimination, retaliation, or pretext, and the excerpt addresses state-

agent immunity and the elements of her defamation claim.
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Defendants Monroe County Board of Education and Gregory Shehan
moved for summary judgment on Plaintiff Lizzie Ingram's Title VII
discrimination and retaliation claims, Equal Pay Act claim, defamation
claim, and breach-of-contract claim. The court granted the motion and

dismissed the claims with prejudice.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court must view the evidence and draw reasonable
inferences in favor of the nonmovant, may not weigh evidence or
make credibility determinations, and requires the nonmovant to

designate specific facts showing a genuine issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Ingram produced sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute that the Board discriminated

against her based on race or sex under Title VII.

. Whether Ingram produced sufficient evidence that the Board retaliated against her for protected activity

and that the Board's stated reason for allowing her contract to expire was pretextual.

. Whether Shehan was entitled to state-agent immunity on Ingram's defamation claim based on the alleged

email to a newspaper reporter.

. Whether Ingram produced evidence of publication of a false and defamatory statement sufficient to

support her Alabama defamation claim.

. Whether Ingram's conceded Equal Pay Act and breach-of-contract claims should be dismissed with

prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1.

Summary judgment was proper on Ingram's Title VII discrimination claims because she failed to
identify a similarly situated comparator for her race claim and failed to present a convincing mosaic of

circumstantial evidence supporting intentional sex discrimination.

. Summary judgment was proper on Ingram's retaliation claim because, even assuming she established a

prima facie case, she failed to rebut the Board's legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for allowing her

contract to expire.

. State-agent immunity did not apply, at the summary-judgment stage, to the alleged publication of

defamatory remarks by Shehan in a private email to the reporter because Ingram's theory treated the

communication as outside the state-agent function of speaking at a Board meeting.

. Summary judgment was proper on Ingram's Alabama defamation claim because she produced no

evidence establishing what Shehan allegedly communicated to the reporter or that the alleged

communication contained a false statement.

. Ingram's Equal Pay Act and breach-of-contract claims were dismissed with prejudice because she

conceded their dismissal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, Ingram does nothing to rebut MCBOE'’s reason for the termination. Thus, the retaliation claim for

termination fails also.” (Section IV.A.2)

“In the absence of any evidence that the email exists or what it contained, Shehan’s motion for summary

judgment on Ingram’s claim for defamation is due to be granted.” (Section IV.B.2)



“Accordingly, the Motion for Summary Judgment (Doc. 89) is GRANTED, and Plaintiff Lizzie Ingram’s

claims that she brings against Defendants Monroe County Board of Education and Gregory Shehan are
DISMISSED with prejudice.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lizzie Ingram served as the Monroe County Board of Education's Chief School Finance Officer under a contract
running through March 10, 2023. After Ingram supported co-plaintiff Turner-Pugh during a contentious
interaction with Superintendent Gregory Shehan, the Board placed Ingram on detached duty and allowed her
contract to expire, citing an alleged unauthorized $14,760 salary supplement that had been paid over twelve
months. Ingram claimed the payment was authorized through a McKinney-Vento grant and alleged that the
Board's actions were discriminatory and retaliatory. She also claimed that Shehan defamed her by providing a
newspaper reporter with information about the disputed payment, but offered no email, recording, or other

evidence establishing what Shehan allegedly communicated.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ingram and her co-plaintiffs filed suit on August 1, 2023. Ingram's operative complaint asserted federal claims
against the Monroe County Board of Education and state-law claims against Gregory Shehan. After discovery,
Defendants moved for summary judgment. Ingram conceded dismissal of her Equal Pay Act and breach-of-

contract claims, and the court granted summary judgment on the remaining Title VII and defamation claims.
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