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TOM HILL i IN'THE DISTRICT COURT OF
PLAINTIFF X
i WICLERMNAN COUNTY, TEXAS
VS, M
PEPPER HAMILTON, LLP, ET AL It 74TH  woiowe piswricr
OEFENDANTS I

PMAINTIFF'S ORKGINAL PETITION

TOM HILL, heteinafter called Plsintift, files this suit apuinst PEPPER HAMILTGN, LLP, LESLIE M.

GOMEZ and GINA MAISTD SMITH, hereinafier called Detendants, and would respocliulky shaw the
Court Liee lCllowing:

1.

7.

Discovary fior this suil isintended ta be condudcled puesuant ta Rule 190.3 of the Texas Rules of
Clvdl Provedure (Level 2).

The Distdct Clesk of Mclennon County it respectfully requested to prepare Citations for esch of
tne thive Dulundants, ingluding the Depasition deces tererm Notices cantained in Exhitit A
hereto, and to retuen thens 1o Lhe undersigned PLIINITT s altoriey who will forwand them 1o the
Secretary of State af Texas for perfection of service.

This claim far renpensation tor damages sistained by Lhe Plaintiff is for an amount in excess of
e {HOUSAND DOLLARS |4 64,000) and thus this Court has jurisdicton of Usis cose. Venue Hex
in Metlennan (ounty becavse (he evenis nf negligence and defamation alleged all occuved In
Mrl.ennan Courty, Tuxas.

Pluintiff is an individesal who sevides i Mclennan Courty, Texas.

Defrndant epper M3 milton, LLP i 3 partacrship of attomeys wha practice their professiun in
overy sl in the United States of Avnerica; they claim thedr primary snd “horne offives” to he in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvaniu. The partnarshipis a ron-resident ot tha State ot Texas; it may be
s2rvel with process by serving the Svcrotary at State of Texas, Sefvite of Process, £.0. Box
120770, Austin, %, 78711, The Sacratary of btate miy {orwerd ongirs of the process papers W
Pepper Hamillen, LLP, atbameys a1 law, Tvsw Logan Square, 189 & Arch St., Philadclphia,
Pernsylvania, 13107,

Nefendant Lesllc M. Gumer is an individual atlare ey who practices law a5 a partner of thee
Pepper Hamilton partnership, Said Defendant is 2 non-resid e, of the State of Texas; saidl
Defendant may be iwiveu with process by serviig the Secretary ot State of Texas Service of
Broress, R0, Box 12070, Austin, TX,, 78711, The Secretary at State may forwaed copics of the
process papers ta Ms. Leslie M, Gurnez, cfo Pepper Hanillon, LLP, ultorneys at law, Twa |0gan
Squarg, 18™ & Arch 3L., Philsdelphia, PFennsylvania, 19103

Delendant Gina Matsto Smith is an individueal attarney who praclices law as a partner of the
Pepnar HaMilion prerlnurship. Said Defendant 1s a non-residem ot the Stare af Texas; saié
Defrngant miay be served with priocess by serving the Secretary of State of Texas Serwce of



0.

1.

1

Process, PG Box 12079, Austin, TX., 78711, (he Secrelosy of Slule may fonwand copies of the
process popers te Ms. Gina Maista Smith, ¢/o Pepper Harnitton, LLP, attorneys ak lav, Two
Logun Square, 18" & Arch §t,, Fhiladelohia, Pennsylvania, 19103,

Al three Defe ndants wngage, anc have engaged i business in Texas, but nnne of the three
Nefendants maintain a repular place of business in Fexas; none of thre Defendants maintuns
designated agent for service af praressin Texas. Th ulaims in 1his lawsuit arise out of, and
because of the business that has heen done and conducred in Texas hy the tefendants.
lurisdicrian aver the Lhree Defondants therefore, exists bucause oll the pecessary requirements
of Secion 17.044 ol the Texas Civil Practice and Fernedies Codr apply. Sarvire as specified
above 1s conmiant with Section 17.045 of the Texas Civil Practice and Remudics Cude.

This lawsuit is netessary for Pluintiff vo be rampensated fur daimages he bas sustained swhich
werg proximately causcd by the negligenne of the Dofendants. The Defendant partnership is
liable under Texas {aw as the respongest superfor of the two individual defendants. In the tall
season of 2015, Uie purinership Defendant and the individual Defendants wers hired by Uaylor
University to indepandently and objectively investigate certain reporled cwents of seausl
assavlts invoiving students at the University, and 1o obheckively repurl thei investigative findings
of facts to Ine Wriiversity, and ta giva their opinkisds and recommencationg tg the University in
an objective and unbiased munner.

Betendants were paid handsomaely for thelr agreeaent to da these things; thare were other
duties Lo which they agreed, and which they failed to periam. Defendants did not Tully,
faithfully, ar pbjectively parforn their contracted dukies,  Defendonts weru neglipent in the
perfarmancs of Whe duties they ungdertook for the benetit of the University, angd this neglligencs
was a proximate cawse of darnuges sustained by Paintiff,

Defentunls did ol fully abitain all the pertinenl and important Faces from rthe wrtne<ses whorr
ihey contranted and interrogaied. Defendants did not inlervicw ror interrogate several
imporiant witnesses, Defendants did nol pefunm Uieir duries abjectively and with an open
minid. Detrndams cid not give yn apprapriate, accurate, complole, and unbiased report of all
tacts necessary for the University to propeely under staryd the true nature ot any potentislly
indpgropriste cultuare ar sotiat enviconiment At the University. &s a dsrect rosul; of the
negligence of the Defendants in carryiap nut theic contractusl phligations, serious caliatera|
durnape was done ta several University timployees, including Plaintiff,
fit the vime rhe 1lefendants were hired as specialty investigalors, Plaintiff was en employes of
the University in the athlesic depertmient. Plaintilt had been an effective, loyal and crudially
impartant employee of the University fir 2R years; he was widuly knuwn to have an impecczble
performanco recond with the Univarsity, Asadirect and proximate res.it of the Defendanls’
negligence in their investigallon aid report, Painiiff was slandered and libefed by Defendants.
Maveaver, because of Detendants’ negligance and the University’s reliance upon # flawed and
o mpicte investigation and re pont by the Defendants, Plaintiftf's ernployment ab the University
was abrupntly ang impiovidenUy terenfnated, Now, Plantdf is unarnployed, and is unable to
obtain employment which is necessary o support hirnseit, his wike and threa children,
Plaintiffs dasages fiow fram fus delamution, as well as his loss of employment and are i the
amaunt of SIX 1Y FHOUSAND DOLLARS {560,000), for which amount he now sues these
Defendants.



14. Al all times matenial heretn, the two ingdividuy | Defendants wene the apenls Pepper Hamilion,
LLP and the iedividuals’ conduct which gives rice ko this sull was within the oourse and seope of
their agency and representation of Peppur Hamittan, LLP.

15. Pursuant to Rule 133.7 of the lexas Rules af Civil Procedure, Defendants are put an Notice that
il documents prduced by Dete ndants durlng disvoveny of this case, shall Br deemed authentic
wihen offered as avidence in the trial.

16. Pursuant to Ruie 194 Texas Rutes of Civil Procedure, Mefendants are hereby put an Motsee o
wormply with said rule by making Disclosure ta the Plaintiff,

WHERFFORF, becaue of the negligence of the Defendants which proximately caused damages to
Plach Y, and bacause of the defamation that Defendsnis prrpetrated upon Blaintil and which
proximately caused his damages, /O HILL sues these defendunts for compensation for hix
damagis in the amount of SIXTY THOUSAND UKOLLARS (360,000}, Furthier, Plaintif prays that
Ovfondants be served with proper Citathon ard Motica nfthis sul, and that upon a fair and i partial
iriat af all the relevant tacts, he have Judgment against the Defendants, jnintly and severilly for
SIRTY THOUSAND QQLLARS {560,007
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