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_ied her to sales calls in her company car.

A supervisor chastised Ms. Hudock

for allowing him to driyve her. The com- -

pany told her other sales representatives
had complained that it gave her an un-
fair advantage and the company said the
practice exposed it to liability. In Novem-
ber 2000, she began taking pain drugs

that can impair driving and again went :

on short-term disability.
Aventis continued paying her but

urgéd her to apply for long-term disabil-

ity benefits with UnumProvident, which

‘handles that coverage for the company.

Unurmn ‘denied her claim. (She appealed
unsuccessfully and then paid an attorney

- $30,000 to sue Unum, later settling for a

sum she is barred under the terms of the
settlement from d1sclos1ng ) Unum de-
elmed to. comment.

-In July 2001, Aventis_ told Ms. Hu~
- dock in a letter that she was on-unautho-

rized leave. Fearing she’d be fired, she
filed a claim with the Equal. Employ-

ment Opportunity Commission. alleging

- discrimination -under the Americans
with: Disabilities Act. The law requires
employers to make “redsonable- accom-
modations” to allow disabled people to
. perform nonessential- job-related- tasks.
Aventls fired her two weeks later.

The EEQC, while not ruling on the mer-

1ts of the case, issued her aletter giving her
" theright to sué. Sheretained Phoenix attor-

ney Rosemary Cook, who filed thesuit. By
May 2003, Ms. Hudock was having trouble
paying Ms. Cook’s fees, having already
paid $16, 000 and owing $2;400 more. “I am
indebtupto my eyeballs,” Ms. Hudock told
" Ms. Cook via'email. Eventually, Ms: Cook
advised Ms. Hudock to getanew job. “Isin-

cerely believe you need to get on with your

life,” Ms: Cook told her in an‘email;

After Ms. Hudoek told Ms. Cook she'd
- go it alone, the lawyer told her, “¥ou'll
" Never survive -summary 3udgment ” Ms.
Hudock recalls, referring to 4 routine de-
. fense motion:to dismiss. Ms. Cook didn’t
l‘etum calls for comment.

dencerules. She narrowed her search tore-
view how judges had 1nterpreted “reason-
able accommodation.”

" She searched the Web.for each cited

-.opinion. After reading a few, she coneluded

ot

that Aventis was on shaky ground. “I had
to...find out what the courts really did say
about the law and apply the proper facts to
my interpretation of the law,” she recalls.

-Ms. Hudock downloaded legal-writing
software and modeled her brief after Aven-

tis's. Her legal brain trust included her

husband and her brother, John, a former
drug rep-who is now a special agent for the
Drug Enforcement Administration in Cali-
fornia. They pulled all-nighters on long-
distance calls helping her horie her argu-
ments. Three weeks later. they dropped
her response off at the courthouse—andon

-Jan. 6; U.8. District Gourt Judge David

Campbell denied Aventis’s motion, Ms. Hu-
dock repeated the process multiple times
in response to pretrial motions by Aventis

seeking, among other things, to prevent

her from introducing her awards into evi-
dence and to preclude her from niention-
ing the company’s nationality. Ms. Hu-

dock also prepared some of her own, such.

-asafinal pretrlal order, a trial bnef anda

proposed jury verdict form.
Though she occasionally picked up at-
torney tips on the Web—“Lawyers like to

‘hoast,” she says—she never sought pro-

fessional help. At.the time, she didn’t
know that bar’ associations in several

. states, including Washington, Maine and

Arizona, had startéd allowing lawyers to

‘offer services shortiof full representa-

‘tion; including: motion-writirig, one-shot .

courtroom appearances and procedural
adviée. Some lawyers chafe at the prac:
tice, in part because attorneys haye tradi-

-tionally heén honor-bound to represent

theif clients completely, or not at ail.

In March, Judge Campbéll set the
trial for the week of June 20, allotting her
13 hours to present her-case and Aventis
11 hours—a fairly - ‘Toutine praetlce that
forces both sides to keep on pomt, but a
real challenge for a novice.

There are few places. for nonlawyers

Little in her background helped Ms.
‘Hudock in her new legal quest. ‘She’d ma-
- -jored in English. and. music -at Susque-
hanna University in Selinsgrove, Pa.,
Jommg ROTC and -then serving three
years in the Army. Her first job after-the
‘army was sélling heauty -scheol pro-
grams, then membperships in th i

* Chamber of Commerce. She started ylork- '

ing for a driig company in the late 1980s.

In May 2004, a large package arrived
at Ms. Hudock’s doorstep—Aventls s
summary- judgment motion, arguing
that her allegations, éven if true, didn’t
-break the law. .

On her computer at home, Ms, Hudqck
searched for “Americans with Disabilities
Act” on Google. That led her to FindLaw; a
vast legal Web site. A few clicks later; she

arrived at a Cornell University Law School

site with access to court opirtions arnd evi-

because only 3% of all civil -cases end

‘up before &:jury. 86 Ms: ‘Huddck found . -
her. Anticipating that Mr. Rommanowould at-

a guide to writing' opemng statements
online, ..

tis employees 1

good relations, includin netlme supem-

© sors-Robin Harpis and -Laurie Lamson,
though she neglected to go over their ex-

pected testimony with them:ahead of time.
On Monday, June 20, Ms. Hudock en-
tered the courtrooni with her husband,

" brother and his best friend, Kevin Pang,

-who took a week off from work to lend

whatever help he could during the trial.
She immediately confronted a curve- ball:

Due to witnesses’ schedules, she had to

reorder her presentation: She planned to

. call her husband and brother early, but

. blisters.

to-turn-when-preparing-for-trial;-in-part —

, studied the television series
“Law & Order: Trial by Jury" and

meant they couldn’t be with her.for much
of the trial, because w1tnesses can’t hear

-éach others’ testlmony

“they were pushed to the end, which -

After the jury was selected, the court

broke for tunch. So nervous she felt sick,
Ms. Hudock ate only a banana.

Back in court, Judge David Campbell
told Ms. Hudock to give her opening state-
ment. Breathing heavily at times, - she

told the jury she wasn't a lawyer and

déscribed her ailment, which still causes:
her pain and has left her back covered in,

“I'm a disabled individual and
I'm covered under the act,” she said, add-
ing that Aventis should have let her hus-
band drive her becatse that was a “rea-
sonable accommodation.”

Aventis's lawyer, Anthony Romano i

required accommodation only for nohes-

- sential tasks, so Aventis wasn't required

to provide any, he said. Lawyers for Aven-

‘tis and the company’s spokesman de-

clined to comment for tlus artlcle

First Witness

On her flrst w1tness, Ms. Hudock fal-
tered. She called a video technician in

- framed the case narrowly: Driving was -
an essential function of her job: The.law

an attempt to bring into evidence a vid--

eotape of an Aventis awards ceremony
where her sticcess was praised. Mr. Ro-

" mano objected, .arguing that Aventis -
'didn’t dispute her sales prowess. The

judge said the technician’s testimony

wasn’t needed.
'Ms. Hudock’s next witness: herself

~On the witness stand, she held up an’ :
Aventis documient applauding her per- .

get this admitted?” she asked.

- formance. to Judge Canipbell: “How do I ;

“You -need to ask yourself what the [

document is, to identify it [and] give the

-defense a chance to ob;ect ” the ]udge ;

eXDlamed .
-Sohegana. rouune that. lasted for two
heurs “I'm1 going to ask myseli the ques-

tion,” she'd say,: before stating the query i

and then saying,-“I'm going to answer,”
and doing so.

~—-—She-testified-that-her manager forced ~

her to go-on short-term disability without .
discussmgwhetherherhusbandcomdnve j

tack her-husband’s role as inanpropriate,
she asked herself:

. “Ne;” said Ms. Hudock.
“Did

f-he ever discussed prod-
_ uct'information with physicians. B

ever handle sa.mple mven-
tory,” ‘Ms: Hudogk asked herself. '

“No. My hushand néver handled a
sample,” Ms. Hudock answered emphatl- '

cally, her voige rising. -
“Did I know of my-rights at this
time?” Ms. Hudock asked herself.

“No,” she boomed into the micro- :

phone, her voice echoing, ..

" Mr. Romano repeatedly objected toher
“shouting” during the trial. The judge told
her to “modulate your tene.” -

Ms. Hudock strayed from her main -

point—the reasonable accommodation ar-



P Ms. Hudock- ‘Shouted.
co Jud' eCam bell mterrupted “Ms Hu- |
questlon and not

them to. thelr advantage. Ms. Duvall pro— ’
posed telling Jurors the ulé £
Aventis if- they ‘

3

Aventls s faﬂure to send sympathy ﬂowers,

'atlon ahd her- d"‘

-Romane handed her aietier

‘ -she had written to Unum, Aventis's long-
_ term—dlsabxhty

~ she read‘

She said ne.. -
Next, he nonchalantly lald a trap, ask-
inghiertodéscribeher job's “essential” elé-

métits. Skie said they included bonding with
doctors, keeping- apprised of new drugs, :
yi { h, 1

wntlngrepoi'tsand,_-“lf

; that
. When Ms Hudock ¢alled Mr. Harns,
“one. of her former sipefvisors, she
“adopted Mr. Romario’s tack, asking one

question after another about whether the

_ job was about selling or driving.
“What if a blind person could sell,
would yoi take the professional driver or

the blind salesperson?” she ‘asked.

" “In our industry, because the person
has to drive and negotiate, I don't know
of any company that could hire this per-
son to do that job,” he replied.

- “Doyou think a blind person with a per-
sonal . assistant could‘?” Ms. Hudock
asked.

“I suspect thiat they could,” Mr. Har-
ris admitted.

" “So dnvmg is not all that. essentlal o

, ‘provider. “Safely eperat- St
"ifg a vehicle lS aterial to my posxtmn, -

dldn’t all

ig to-ask anyorie whether
put_herin 4 territory

Lamsor_l dlun’t recogmze the: documeut:

how el ppointin . her {liness, she. clasped her hands.in
“Latirie Lamson was a dlsaster," Ms. -
‘Hudock said as. she left the courthouse .
that afterndon. - :
‘That evemng, Ms ‘Hudock and Mr.

als, saying, “I

. ment.” Judge C

-dock’s request for
most of Ms.. Du

shootmg. down her leg iro

prayer. “I'm so tired,” she said.
(At 1:39, her brother bolted into the .

‘room: “There’s '
Surpnsed by the qu1ck decision, Ms.

1 .. Hudock mouthed, “Is this nennat‘?" ‘The
r SUrT y - foursome did a gTOin hug and ‘headed
i Hudeck la- .

to eourt. .
" The. jurors filed in w1thout ma.kmg

__gye contact with either side. A court dep-

an‘urb‘"a,n rea.
¥ith - less than five hours léft to
_ present her case, Mr. Pang advised,

“Sue,: We may- -have to pick and.ehoose-
witnesses, or get right to the point.”

They decided to cut her husband's-testi-
mony. short and to have her brother—a

- drug sales rep in the 1980s—testify about
sales jobs that didn’t require driving.

She rested her case on Thursday. The .

defense’ called no witnesses. With the

jury excused, the judge, Ms. Hudock, Mr. -

Romano and Aventis’s in-house lawyer,
Diane Duvall, discussed jury instructions
in open court—a critical moment in ev-
ery trial that defines exactly what each

_side must prove to prevail.

. Ms. Hudock had memorized model jury
instruetions she found online. She didn’t

know adversaries routinely tried to tailor -

‘trequire driving, stich as a hos- '

uty read their yerdiet: “Aventis Pharma-
ceutlcals In¢. is not liableé to plaintiff Su-
san A. Hudock.” Ms.. HudOCk steod stﬂl

. expréssionless.

After dismissing the Jury, Judge
Campbell ‘said, “I want. to.tell you Ms.

~Hudock, you. did -a- very good job. I've

seen lawyers in this cotirt who havé not
done as well as you.”

Outside, Ms. Hudock mulled whether
‘to continue fighting. “The only way I'd
goon is if I'had a sharp-eyed legal-eagle"
lawyer to heélp, she said.

At home, she powered on her com-
puter, ‘and with tears streaming down
her cheeks, began cllckmg in search of
information about jury 1nstruct10ns and
the appeals process. -

- Five days later, she notlfled Aventis
that she would appeal She plans to repre-
sent herself.
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