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NO. _____________________ 

 

 

PETRINA L. THOMPSON,  § IN THE DISTRICT COURT  

  Plaintiff,   §   

      §  

vs.      § _________ JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

      §  

DALLAS CITY ATTORNEY’S  § 

 OFFICE,     §  

  Defendant.   § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS 

        
ORIGINAL PETITION 

  

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF THIS COURT: 

  

Petrina L. Thompson, Plaintiff, files this her original petition against Defendant Dallas City 

Attorney’s Office, and alleges as follows: 

DISCOVERY-CONTROL PLAN 

1. Plaintiff intends to conduct discovery under Level 2 of Texas Rules of Civil Procedure.  

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

2. Plaintiff seeks monetary and injunctive relief within the jurisdictional limits of this court.  

Plaintiff seeks monetary relief over $200,000 but not more than $1,000,000.  

PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff Petrina L. Thompson is an individual who resides in Dallas County, Texas.  

4. Dallas City Attorney’s Office is a governmental entity of the State of Texas, located at 

2014 Main Street, Dallas, Texas, 75201.  

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. The Court has subject-matter jurisdiction of all causes of actions pleaded, and damages 

are alleged within the jurisdictional limits of this Court. All of the events took place in Dallas 

County, Texas.  All pre-requisites to suit have been satisfied. 

FACTS 

6.  Plaintiff began employment with Dallas City Attorney’s Office on October 19, 2011, as 

an Assistant City Attorney, and was assigned to Prosecution’s Domestic Violence Unit. 
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7. Plaintiff was hired by the Chief Prosecutor, Fredrick Williams, who began to sexually 

harass Plaintiff from day-one.  For example, Mr. Williams told Plaintiff shortly after her hire that 

he “didn’t want to hire [her] because he wanted to date [her] instead.”   

 

8. Through November 2011, Williams continued to sexually harass Plaintiff, and repeatedly 

asked her to be his girlfriend.  He also asked Plaintiff to attend an out-of-town family function at 

his parents’ home for Thanksgiving.  Fearing that he would retaliate against her if she declined, 

Plaintiff ultimately accepted the invitation and, once there, she succumbed to his advances. 

 

9. In December 2011, Plaintiff attempted to end the relationship, and Williams committed 

domestic violence against her in response.  Specifically, Williams got very angry, jumped on her, 

pinned her on the couch, and drew his arm back with a balled fist as to strike her.  Although 

Plaintiff was able to thwart a beating, Williams promised he would not retaliate against her in the 

workplace.   

 

10.  Despite this promise, once back at work, Williams began a comprehensive retaliation 

campaign against Plaintiff for ending the personal relationship with him and for spurring his 

continued sexual advances, including unwanted groping of Plaintiff’s breasts and buttocks.  

Among other acts of retaliation, Williams increased his sexual advances, groping, sexually charged 

comments, and unwanted sexual innuendo; Plaintiff’s work mysteriously disappeared from her 

cubicle; she was overloaded with work (assigned much more work than similarly-situated 

attorneys); Plaintiff was called “old lady” by staff, and was repeatedly told by management that 

“the job of prosecutor was for much younger lawyers”; and new employees were told to guess 

Plaintiff’s age, and they made comparisons to their mother’s ages as a joke. These forms of 

retaliation and harassment had spread like a cancer throughout the office, and it became common 

place and group-condoned bullying.  

 

11. On one occasion, Plaintiff asked Williams for assistance in stopping the more aggressive 

employees’ retaliation, but Williams refused to help.  In response, Plaintiff indicated that she 

would ask for help from his supervisors, and he then threatened her with more violence.  

Specifically, Williams immediately became angry at the request, charged at her with his fist balled, 

backed her into a corner air-conditioning unit, and with spittle flying from his mouth that hit 

Plaintiff in the face, he said “I will f**k you up if you f**k with me.” Plaintiff left his office in 

tears.  

 

12. Afterward, Plaintiff sought assistance from another executive, but she was directed to the 

human resources office (HR).  Plaintiff told HR what had happened, and asked her if she wanted 

to file a complaint against Williams.  Plaintiff declined out of fear because Williams had previously 

told Plaintiff that, if she goes to “City Hall, that would be worse than prosecution” and that if she 

filed a complaint it would “affect your career and that the law community was small, and a 

prosecutor was all that you will ever be.” 

 

13. Thereafter, other employees began treating Plaintiff in a more aggressive manner, by 

repeatedly challenging her legal strategy and, in general, were as disrespectful as possible. The 

easier cases were removed from Plaintiff’s docket, as were her “prep” days. Rules were 

implemented that only Plaintiff was required to follow, but not the other prosecutors.  
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14. By 2014, the retaliatory treatment was accepted and condoned by virtually all employees.  

Even the new employees were advised to stay away from Plaintiff, as Williams admitted. 

Employees who were assigned to work with Plaintiff would often not show for court, and if they 

did, they would leave before court adjourned.   

 

15. Plaintiff became concerned about security and items disappearing from her office, so she 

concealed a nanny-cam in her cubicle.  The nanny-cam footage confirmed that employees were 

rummaging through her cubicle and personal items when she was not there. 

 

16. By September 2014, Plaintiff was routinely told to “find somewhere else to go” while she 

and the co-worker waited in the conference room for witnesses to show for their interviews.  On 

one such occasion, Plaintiff’s cell phone disappeared from the conference room. Plaintiff 

suspected the employee took it as further harassment, and Plaintiff made a complaint to Williams.  

Williams refused assist her, or to even send an email to ask if anyone had found it.    

 

17. In October 2014, another male prosecutor who was assigned to work in court with Plaintiff, 

routinely failed to appear and assist with the work.  On one occasion, he came into Plaintiff’s 

cubicle and screamed at Plaintiff about taking a day off and not assisting him with his docket. His 

behavior was so aggressive that Plaintiff walked away and requested a meeting with Williams. 

Ultimately, all of the blame was placed on Plaintiff; and when she left the meeting, she realized 

she had left her cell phone in Williams’ office.  She returned to retrieve it approximately five 

minutes later, and it was gone, as was Williams.  Later, when Plaintiff asked him about her cell 

phone, Williams said he did not know what she was talking about.  

 

18. After that incident, Plaintiff went home distraught and defeated—and was also out $1300 

for cell phones stolen from her in an apparent “gas-light” campaign. She then decided she could 

no longer endure the harassment and retaliation, and decided to lodge a complaint with HR. 

 

19. Plaintiff contacted HR, and spoke with Tamera Tignor, who recorded their conversation 

and said HR would be conducting an investigation. Tignor organized a meeting with Executive 

Assistant City Attorney Ayeh Powers and City Attorney Warren Ernst.  Powers asked if Plaintiff 

would be satisfied if Williams was just “gone.”  Plaintiff responded that the retaliation and 

harassment was now office-wide, and therefore, that would not be a workable solution.  

Nevertheless, unbeknownst to Plaintiff at the time, Williams had been placed on leave. Powers 

repeatedly asked Plaintiff what outcome she wanted, and Plaintiff said she wanted the retaliation 

and harassment to stop and also to be recompensed for her stolen cell phones.   

 

20. At some point thereafter, Williams “resigned,” but the retaliation and harassment continued 

in full force.  In November 2014, Plaintiff was contacted by Powers and told Plaintiff she would 

be placed on leave. She further indicated that the entire months-long ordeal was Plaintiff’s fault, 

and that her job was in jeopardy.  

 

21. In December 2014, Plaintiff was called into a meeting with Powers, Ernst, and Chris 

Bowers, who was the Head of Litigation. Ernst looked at Plaintiff with utter disgust and said that 

Plaintiff had created the hostile work environment.  Powers chimed in and said that all the 
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unwanted groping and sexual harassment that happened long after the relationship ended was 

consensual.  Bowers concluded that a decision was made to place her in another division, general 

litigation.  He added, however, that Plaintiff would not have to work with any former co-workers 

but that she “had to get along with everyone or be terminated.”  Plaintiff then asked Powers about 

being compensated for her cell phones, and she angrily retorted, “We don’t replace phones!” 

 

22. Plaintiff was then taken to Peter “Pete” Haskel’s office, the Chief of General Litigation.  

Haskel told Plaintiff that he did not want her in his division and that he was not happy because he 

did not have a say in the matter. He also said he wanted someone with more experience.  However, 

just two weeks later, a former co-worker from prosecution, who been an aggressive harasser of 

Plaintiff in the prosecution division and part of her internal complaint, was assigned to general 

litigation, contrary to Bowers’ two-week-old agreement.  Further, the former co-worker had less 

experience and was far junior to Plaintiff. 

 

23. From the outset, the disparate treatment, retaliation, and harassment continued.  Plaintiff 

was told that she was not allowed to shut her door as everyone else was allowed to do.  Plaintiff 

was not assigned a paralegal or secretary, which every other attorney had. Plaintiff was given busy 

work, and the staff refused to assist her. Plaintiff’s questions about the entirely new area of law 

were received with eye-rolls and condescending retorts, including “You should have learned that 

in law school.”  Plaintiff asked for training, as her entire career had been in criminal prosecution, 

but it was refused.  Plaintiff was harassed and micromanaged to the point where she felt like she 

was under severe surveillance.   

 

24. After one year in general litigation, Plaintiff was terminated.  The reason she was given 

was “It just isn’t working out.”   

 

 

EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION CLAIMS 

25.  Plaintiff incorporates by reference all facts alleged in the preceding paragraphs as if set 

forth verbatim herein.  

26. Defendant discriminated and retaliated against Plaintiff under the provisions of the Texas 

Commission on Human Rights Act as amended.  See Tex. Lab. Code §§ 21.051, 21.055.  

Specifically, Plaintiff was retaliated against for her sexual harassment complaint against Williams.  

Further, Plaintiff’s race (African American), color (Black), gender (female), and age (49) were 

motivating factors in terminating Plaintiff.  Defendant will not be able to provide the jury with 

legitimate, non-discriminatory, non-retaliatory reasons for its action in terminating Plaintiff, and 

any reasons given will be shown to be pretextual. 

27. Plaintiff’s direct supervisor sexually harassed her, and retaliated against her for 

complaining of the same.  A campaign of retaliation and harassment ensued from the onset of her 

employment, including but not limited to: quid pro quo sexual harassment by Williams; gender-

based sexual harassment, including groping, hostile work environment, and inappropriate sexual 

comments (toxic work environment); and race, age, and gender based retaliation.    
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28. Defendant treated Plaintiff differently than similarly-situated employees who were 

younger and of a different gender, race and color.  Defendant allowed younger employees to harass 

Plaintiff on account of her age.  Plaintiff was called a “terrorist” on account of her race and color.   

29. Upper management retaliated against Plaintiff for filing a complaint against Williams for 

sexual harassment; allowed other employees to freely harass and punish Plaintiff; and ultimately 

placed Plaintiff in a position to set her up for failure by the transfer to another division where no 

support or training was provided to Plaintiff.  Plaintiff’s termination was retaliatory and motivated 

by age, gender, race, and color discrimination.   

DAMAGES 

30.   Plaintiff seeks the following damages: reinstatement, compensatory damages, emotional 

pain, mental anguish, suffering, inconvenience, loss of enjoyment of life, back pay, and front pay. 

31. Plaintiff is entitled to recover reasonable and necessary expert witness and attorney fees 

for prosecuting this suit under Tex. Lab. Code § 21.259.  

JURY DEMAND 

32. Plaintiff demands a jury trial and has tendered the appropriate fee with this petition.  

CONDITIONS PRECEDENT 

33. All conditions precedent to Plaintiff’s claims for relief have been performed or have 

occurred.  Specifically, Plaintiff filed a charge of discrimination within 180 days of the adverse 

employment actions complained of herein, and files the instant suit within 60 days of receiving 

her right-to-sue letter from the Texas Workforce Commission/Civil Rights Division.  

PRAYER 

27. For these reasons, Plaintiff asks that the clerk issue citation for defendant to appear and 

answer, and that plaintiff be awarded a judgment against Defendant for the following: 

a. Compensatory and punitive damages as more fully described above;  

b. Equitable relief of reinstatement and restoration of retirement benefits;   

c. Prejudgment and postjudgment interest;  

d. Court costs;  

e. Attorney fees; and,  

f. All other relief to which Plaintiff is entitled.  
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Respectfully submitted,  

 

 /s/ Madeleine Connor 

     Madeleine Connor    

     SBOT # 24031897 

     P.O. Box 161962 

     Austin, Texas 78716-1962 

     (512) 289-2424 

     No Telecopier 

     mgbconnor@yahoo.com 

     Attorney for Plaintiff Petrina Thompson 

 

 

 

 

 


