
 

THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

PALM BEACH DIVISION 
 
 

JANICE JOHNSON    )      
      ) 
 Plaintiff,     ) 
      ) 
v.      )    9:18-cv-81312-___ 
      )  
MAGNOLIA RIVER SERVICES, INC. ) JURY DEMAND 
d/b/a MAGNOLIA RIVER,   )  
      ) 
 Defendant.    ) 
       ) 
 

COMPLAINT WITH DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
 

COMES NOW Plaintiff JANICE JOHNSON (hereinafter “Plaintiff”), by and through her 

undersigned counsel, and hereby files this lawsuit against Defendant, MAGNOLIA RIVER 

SERVICES, INC. d/b/a MAGNOLIA RIVER (hereinafter “Defendant” or “Magnolia River”)1  

and states as follows: 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

1.   This is an action by Plaintiff, Janice Johnson, for compensatory and punitive 

damages,  declaratory, and injunctive relief under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 

U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq., as amended, the Florida Civil Rights Act of 1992 (“FCRA”), Fla. Stat. § 

760.01 et seq., to redress injury caused by Magnolia River’s disparate treatment in discipline, 

termination, and other adverse actions and discriminatory treatment based on her gender, 

retaliation against her protected conduct, and disparate treatment and retaliation against Plaintiff 

regarding her termination. 

                                                 
1 As used herein, the terms “Defendant” and “Magnolia River” include the employer’s supervisors, managers, 
employees, and agents. 
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2.  Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, 28 U.S.C. § 

1367, 29 U.S.C. § 26o1 et seq., 42 U.S.C. § 2000(e) et seq. This Court has supplemental 

jurisdiction of the Florida Civil Rights Act Claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367.  Declaratory, 

injunctive, legal and equitable relief is sought pursuant to the laws set forth above to include 

attorneys’ fees, costs, and damages. 

3.   Magnolia River employs at least fifteen (15) or more employees for each working 

day during twenty (20) or more calendar work weeks in the relevant calendar years. 

4.   Venue is proper in Palm Beach County, Florida (28 U.S.C. § 89(c)), because 

Magnolia River does business in Palm Beach County, and some or all of the acts alleged herein 

took place in Palm Beach County.  

5.   Magnolia River, which is in the infrastructure development and service business 

concerning oil and gas pipelines, is incorporated in and has its principal place of business in 

Alabama; however, it conducts business in Florida and the majority of the acts and omissions 

occurred while Plaintiff worked in Florida.  

6.   Plaintiff is a former resident of Palm Beach County, Florida and now resides in 

Paulding County, Georgia. 

7. All conditions precedent for the filing of this action before this Court have been 

previously met, including the exhaustion of all pertinent administrative procedures and remedies. 

8. On or about October 12, 2016, Plaintiff filed a Charge of Discrimination with the 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”), Charge No. 410-2017-00193.  A true 

and correct copy of Plaintiff’s charge is attached hereto as Exhibit A.   
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9. On June 28, 2018, the EEOC issued a Notice of Right to Sue letter to Plaintiff and 

suit has been commenced within ninety (90) days of receipt of the letter, a true and correct copy 

of which is included in Exhibit A. 

10. On August 17, 2018, Plaintiff notified the EEOC that Charge No. 410-2017-00193 

does or should have included a claim(s) for retaliation, it implicitly did include a claim for 

retaliation, even though the “retaliation” box was not check on EEOC Form 5.  A true and correct 

copy of counsel’s letter is included in Exhibit A.2 

GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

 11. Plaintiff, is a fifty-three year old female, and was hired by Defendant on or about 

November 9, 2015, as a full-time employee, in the position of gas-pipeline inspector, with an 

annual total compensation, including per diem, of approximately $125,000.00. 

 12. Prior to being hired by Defendant, Plaintiff was working for Sapp Engineering and 

Services (“SAPP”), a subcontractor of Atlanta Gas Light, in a similar role as an inspector, 

specifically an inspector of oil and gas pipelines.   

 13. As an inspector for Defendant, Plaintiff was required to work in the field with gas 

pipeline utility crews and other third-party companies on-site, all located in Palm Beach County, 

Florida. 

 14. During the hiring process, including because she was leaving SAPP for the 

opportunity with Defendant, Plaintiff informed Defendant and its representatives about her level 

of experience and training in the industry, including that she did not have experience in gas line 

“as-built drawings” and related site-mapping. 

                                                 
2  Of note and to the extent necessary, while Plaintiff claims that she has properly exhausted administrative remedies, 
in the alternative, Plaintiff expressly invokes the doctrine of equitable tolling and/or other related doctrines concerning 
her retaliation claims.  To date, Plaintiff has not received a response. 
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 15. After hire, Plaintiff was required to complete Defendant’s initial training in 

Birmingham, Alabama, including non-site specific, generalized training on as-built drawings. 

 16. Defendant and its agents informed Plaintiff that she would receive additional on-

the-job training during her employment, including concerning gas-line drawings, mapping, related 

software (e.g. GIS), and site-specific issues, effectively telling Plaintiff “do not worry, you will be 

trained.” 

17. In or around December 2015, Plaintiff was assigned to one of Defendant’s inspector 

teams, principally located in West Palm Beach, Florida (“Florida Team”).   

18. William (“Willy”) Russell, Program Manager, was Plaintiff’s supervisor and on 

Defendant’s Florida Team; however, Plaintiff was later informed he was replaced by Charles 

Kirkley, on or around March 1, 2016. 

19. Russell remained on site and effectively maintained his role as acting program 

manager or as a co-program manager along with Kirkley. 

 20. Plaintiff was the only female, inspector or otherwise, assigned to the Florida Team. 

 21. After being assigned to Florida, Plaintiff, like one or more of the male inspectors 

assigned to the Florida Team, rented an apartment, including because it was cheaper than a hotel. 

 22. After being assigned to Florida, and until her termination on or about June 17, 2016, 

Plaintiff began experiencing discriminatory statements and actions by her supervisors and others 

concerning or relating to her gender.  

 23. Plaintiff was left out or not called into meetings set by the program managers, 

including safety meetings. 

 24. The other inspectors, all male, were alerted of and called into these meetings.  
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 25. On the occasions Defendant included Plaintiff in the meetings, and at other times, 

the males on her team, including Russell, treated her and spoke to her in a degrading manner, more 

like a receptionist or similar, than as a fellow inspector. 

 26. Male employees and managers on the Florida Team ignored and discounted 

Plaintiff, including singling her out by their treatment of her at work. 

27. Plaintiff believes she was discriminated against in the terms and conditions of her 

employment by not being included in the day-to-day of other inspectors and/or employees, 

including regarding these meetings. 

28. As her supervisor, Russell required Plaintiff to hand-deliver daily and weekly 

reports and as-built drawings to his office. 

29. Russell also told Plaintiff that he liked things done “his way” or “the Willy way,” 

including concerning how as-built drawings were made and presented to him. 

30. Plaintiff, particularly during the initial weeks on the Florida Team, reminded 

Russell that she anticipated receiving additional training on inspector tasks that were different from 

or in addition to her tasks while working for SAPP and/or that were tasks for which she might need 

assistance. 

 31.  In or around late January 2016, Russell placed Plaintiff on a performance 

improvement plan (PIP). 

 32. Defendant’s stated reason to Plaintiff for the PIP was improvement concerning 

more efficiency in Plaintiff’s job functions. 

33. A reason given for the PIP by Defendant was due to Plaintiff’s periodic requests 

for assistance from other team members. 
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34. Plaintiff, visibly upset in front of Russell, told him that she was making best efforts  

to accomplish all assigned tasks, but that she had left her previous position for this opportunity 

with Defendant, wanted to keep her position, and would do whatever it took to improve. 

35. Plaintiff had asked for help when she needed it, particularly when she had little 

experience in that area, such as concerning specific on-site issues, as per the training provided by 

Defendant in Birmingham, Alabama and its on-site program managers. 

36. Plaintiff witnessed other male employees of Defendant ask for assistance and were 

not disciplined for asking, particularly in light of Defendant’s claimed team-oriented workplace. 

37. Plaintiff, acknowledged her performance could improve, but reminded Russell that 

she was attempting to learn and conform to Russell and “his way,” a new manager to her working 

for a new employer, and reminded Russell that her past experience and Defendant’s generalized 

training class had not prepared her or prepared her adequately to complete certain tasks on this 

site.   

 38. After voicing her concerns, and receiving reassurances from Russell that she would 

receive the assistance as needed, Plaintiff signed the PIP document Russell presented to her. 

 39. Throughout her employment, Plaintiff volunteered to cover shifts when asked by 

Defendant and its agents, including because she wanted to be a team-player and to show her 

dedication to her position. 

 40. Defendant’s male employees were neither disciplined, nor suffered adverse actions, 

nor were otherwise affected in the terms in the conditions of their employment for asking for 

assistance with unfamiliar tasks, like Plaintiff.   

 41. Between the implementation of the PIP in February and her termination on or about 

June 17, 2016, Plaintiff’s work performance did improve. 
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 42. After the PIP was implemented, Russell and others generally treated Plaintiff like 

she could do nothing right. 

 43. On one occasion, Russell told his supervisor, Derrick Wright, that Plaintiff had 

made a mistake by failing to catch a contractor’s mistake – putting a gas line outside of the 

prescribed right of way – when in reality it was another of Defendant’s inspectors that had not 

caught the mistake, making Plaintiff feel belittled and discouraged. 

 44. Between the implementation of the PIP in February, the PIP ending in March-April 

2016 as discussed below, and her termination on or about June 17, 2016, Plaintiff was required to 

meet weekly with Russell/Kirkely and Wright, and other sometimes managers. 

 45. At one such meeting in or around March 2016, Russell informed Plaintiff still 

“needed improvement” in certain areas. 

 46. In or around late March - early April 2016, likely at the next meeting, which 

included Russell’s supervisor, Derrick Wright, and Defendant’s HR manager, Linda Haft, as 

participants, Russell reviewed the PIP again and informed Plaintiff that she was “doing much 

better” and “was doing a good job.” 

47. Russell also told Wright that Plaintiff still “needed improvement” in certain areas.  

48. Participating on the call was Wright, who asked Russell (paraphrasing) “which was  

it?”, effectively asking Russell to explain the inconsistency between his statements about 

Plaintiff’s performance. 

 49. Russell stated Plaintiff’s performance had improved and she was doing a good job. 

 50. Likely at this meeting or around this date at another meeting, Wright informed 

Plaintiff with Russell and Kirkley present, that “it was not necessary to continue [Plaintiff’s] PIP, 

Willy.” 
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51. Russell’s treatment of Plaintiff changed following this call and he and other 

managers treated her more negatively than male employees in the terms and conditions of 

employment, including discipline. 

 52. Plaintiff was also confused by Russell’s inconsistent statements at the meeting, 

including because her performance had improved, and she believed she had completed all remedial 

efforts necessary to get her removed from the PIP. 

 53. Plaintiff believed, based on Wright’s statements, that she was removed from the 

PIP, but was concerned at Russell’s and Kirkely’s negative attitude toward her after the meeting, 

including because the weekly meetings continued. 

 54. During 2016, both during the PIP and after, other employees of Defendant 

complimented Plaintiff on her work performance improvement, including inspector David 

Stanfield. 

 55. After these meetings in late March – early April 2016, and before her termination, 

likely around late April or early May 2016, Plaintiff called Wright and complained that she felt 

she was being treated differently by Defendant’s employees, including Russell, because of her 

gender.  

 56. Plaintiff called and told Wright her that the treatment by Defendant, by and through 

its managers -- such as the PIP, Russell’s inconsistent statements -- gave her a “sinking feeling” 

that her treatment was discriminatory and due to her gender. 

 57. Neither Wright nor anyone with Defendant ever responded to Plaintiff’s complaint 

about differing treatment due to her gender. 

 58. On information and belief, Defendant never began an investigation into her 

complaint. 
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 59. On information and belief, Defendant violated its own internal policies in handling 

Plaintiff’s complaint of discrimination and/or treated Plaintiff differently by not opening an 

investigation as it had for other employees. 

 60. Defendant, by and through its employees and agents, did not believe Plaintiff when 

she requested for two days of leave in March 2016 for a family emergency, even though her child 

had been robbed and battered.  

 61. Defendant and its employees singled-out Plaintiff by telling her not to rent a place 

to live in Florida and by warning her that she should not have rented a home in Palm Beach County, 

when male employees, including Stephen Williams and David Stanfield, did the same thing and 

were not disciplined. 

 62. Other employees of Defendant, including male inspectors working on the Florida 

Team, were treated more favorably than Plaintiff in the terms and conditions of their employment. 

 63. Defendant, through Russell and others, also ignored blatant “cat-calling” toward 

Plaintiff by on-site employees of third parties, including employees of Mears Construction, 

particularly “Earl” l/n/u.  

 64. Employees of third-parties, like Earl, would intentionally avoid speaking to 

Plaintiff about duties within the regular scope of her business and duties, and Defendant’s program 

managers allowed or sanctioned that conduct by not sticking up for Plaintiff. 

 65. Earl and Russell had been working together on job-sites for years, as Russell told 

Plaintiff. 

 66. Earl and likely others periodically cat-called Plaintiff at the work site, including the 

statements: “oh baby I want to marry you, oh baby please call me, and oh baby you’re so beautiful.” 
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 67. Earl called Plaintiff at Defendant’s office in West Palm Beach, typically after the 

normal work day, in order to speak and attempt to flirt with Plaintiff, and get her to go out with 

him.   

 68. Earl would not communicate with Plaintiff about work-related issues either on the 

phone or in person, but would call her to attempt to flirt with her on the office phone, further 

making Plaintiff feel even more discriminated against on the job site. 

 69. Plaintiff complained to Russell about this cat-calling and Earl’s behavior on several 

occasions, including that it made her feel very uncomfortable. 

 70. Neither Russell nor anyone with Defendant responded, except for Russell to laugh 

it off and say “that’s just Earl.” 

71. Neither Russell nor anyone with Defendant ever responded to Plaintiff’s complaints 

about differing treatment due to her gender and sexual harassment. 

 72. On information and belief, Defendant never began an investigation into her 

complaints. 

 73. On information and belief, Defendant violated its own internal policies in handling 

Plaintiff’s complaints of discrimination and/or treated Plaintiff differently by not opening an 

investigation as it had for other employees. 

 74. Plaintiff felt discriminated against by her managers’ collective and individual 

failures to stick up for her, including regarding corrective action concerning cat-calling and Earl, 

made her feel further singled-out and discriminated against based on her gender. 

 75. Plaintiff believes she was suffering from a hostile work environment based on 

gender or based on sexual harassment. 
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 76. On June 16, 2016, Russell pulled Plaintiff aside on the job site (on the “island site” 

of Defendant in Palm Beach) and asked if she would be interested in being placed on another 

section of the Florida project, to another job site and team, in the same role as inspector. 

 77. Plaintiff told Russell that she was “fine with it” and, if that is what she needed to 

do for Russell and her employer, that is what she was going to do. 

 78. The next day, Plaintiff was called into the office with Russell and Kirkley, and was 

told she was terminated immediately by Russell. 

 79. When Plaintiff asked why, Russell told her, “you know why, it is because of the 

PIP.” 

 80. Russell expressly mentioned the PIP as part of the reason for the termination, even 

though Plaintiff completed the PIP, her performance had improved, including adopting to “Willy’s 

way” of doing things. 

 81. Plaintiff was devasted and emotionally distressed by the termination, including 

because she felt it was in retaliation for complaining to Russell and complaining to Wright about 

gender discrimination. 

 82. Plaintiff, shocked by the termination, moved home to Dallas, Georgia and has since 

taken a job making $12.00-13.00 per hour to make ends meet, unable to get hired at a similar 

position or a similar rate of pay. 

 83. Plaintiff further feels her discriminatory and retaliatory treatment by Defendant 

damaged her and she wants to ensure others are not treated the same way in the future by it. 

 84. On information and belief, Plaintiff also suffered disparate treatment in pay and 

associated benefits as compared with her male counterparts. 

Count I – Title VII & FCRA Disparate Treatment (Discipline) 
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 85. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates as if fully set forth herein all of the preceding 

paragraphs of this complaint. 

 86. Plaintiff has completed all necessary pre-requisites to bringing its claims under the 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e and the Florida Civil Rights Act, Fla. 

Stat. § 760.10(1)(a).   

 87. Plaintiff is a member of a protected class, female. 

 88. Plaintiff was subject to adverse employment actions, including discipline 

concerning her work performance, the PIP, weekly meetings, and warning about renting an 

apartment. 

 89. Defendant treated similarly situated employees outside her protected class more 

favorably than Plaintiff. 

 90. Defendant treats males more favorably on the job site concerning discipline, 

including by not disciplining them when asking for help from others and not presenting 

inconsistent positions on males’ performance, including by not placing them on PIPs, and 

precluding females’ attendance at required meetings. 

 91. On information and belief, Defendant treats males more favorably by giving them 

more time to address and submit to needed on-the-job training, particularly where it knows the 

male’s experience in such a task is limited. 

 92. Plaintiff was qualified to perform her job duties. 

 93. Plaintiff performed her job duties effectively. 

 94. On information and belief, Defendant subjected Plaintiff to disparate treatment 

based on her gender and discriminated against her in the terms and conditions of her employment, 

including by disciplining her for her job performance and not disciplining other male employees, 
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singling-her out for discipline in front of Wright when she had done nothing wrong, warning her 

and/or taking a negative attitude toward her when she rented an apartment, while not disciplining 

or warning male employees.  

 95. As a result of the aforementioned conduct, Defendant violated Title VII and the 

FCRA. 

 96.   As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiff suffered adverse 

employment actions in discipline resulting in her suffering injury and being damaged. 

 97. Defendant has failed to comply with its statutory duty to take all reasonable 

necessary steps to eliminate discrimination from the workplace and to prevent it from occurring.  

98. Plaintiff further alleges that she suffered from a hostile work environment and/or 

that Defendant engaged in a pattern and practice of disparate treatment based on her gender and/or 

that the violations of her rights were continuing in nature by Defendant.  

99. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s willful, knowing, and intentional  

discrimination, Plaintiff has suffered damages.  At a minimum, Plaintiff is thereby entitled to back  

wages, compensatory and punitive damages, and attorneys’ fees and costs. 

Count II – Title VII & FCRA Retaliation - Discipline  

 100. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates as if fully set forth herein all of the preceding 

paragraphs of this complaint. 

 101. Plaintiff has completed, or is in the process of completing,3 all necessary pre-

requisites to bringing its claims under the Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 

2000e and the Florida Civil Rights Act, Fla. Stat. § 760.10(1)(a).   

                                                 
3 See supra at footnote 2.  
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 102. Plaintiff engaged in a statutorily protected activity(ies), complaining to Russell on 

multiple occasions about Earl’s discriminatory treatment, cat-calling, and sexual harassment, as 

well as Earl’s treatment of her when he ignored Plaintiff when it came to job-related questions and 

interactions. 

 103. Plaintiff engaged in another statutorily protected activity before termination, 

complaining to Wright that she felt she was being treated less favorably and discriminated against 

by Defendant due to her gender. 

 104. Defendant damaged and retaliated against Plaintiff in the terms and conditions of 

her employment, by terminating her employment soon after she complained. 

 105. There is or are a casual connection(s) between Plaintiff’s complaints to Russell and 

Wright and her discipline and treatment that followed. 

 106. As a result of the aforementioned conduct, Defendant violated Title VII and FCRA. 

 107.   As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiff suffered adverse  

job actions in discipline which was motivated by her gender and resulting in her suffering injury 

and being damaged. 

 108. Defendant has failed to comply with its statutory duty to take all reasonable 

necessary steps to eliminate retaliation from the workplace and to prevent it from occurring.  

109. Plaintiff further alleges that she suffered from a hostile work environment and/or 

that Defendant engaged in a pattern and practice of retaliation based on gender and/or that the 

violations of her rights were continuing in nature by Defendant.  

110. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s willful, knowing, and intentional  

retaliation, Plaintiff has suffered damages.  At a minimum, Plaintiff is thereby entitled to back  

wages, compensatory and punitive damages, and attorneys’ fees and costs. 
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Count III – Title VII & FCRA Disparate Treatment (Termination & Pay) 

 111. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates as if fully set forth herein all of the preceding 

paragraphs of this complaint. 

 112. Plaintiff has completed all necessary pre-requisites to bringing its claims under the 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e and the Florida Civil Rights Act, Fla. 

Stat. § 760.10(1)(a).   

 113. Plaintiff is a member of a protected class, female. 

 114. Plaintiff was subject to adverse employment actions, unilateral revocation of the 

transfer to a different position and termination, on or about June 16-17, 2016. 

 115. Defendant treated similarly situated male employees outside her protected class 

more favorably than Plaintiff, including, on information and belief, compensating them more 

favorably than her. 

 116. On information and belief, Defendant treats males more favorably on the job site 

concerning internal transfers and termination, including by allowing them to transfer and by not 

terminating them. 

 117. Plaintiff was qualified to perform her job duties and performed her job duties 

effectively. 

 118. On information and belief, Defendant subjected Plaintiff to disparate treatment 

based on her gender and discriminated against her in the terms and conditions of her employment, 

including by allowing males to accept an internal transfer and by not terminating their 

employment, and by paying males more than Plaintiff for the same work. 

119. As a result of the aforementioned conduct, Defendant violated Title VII and the 

FCRA. 
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 120.   As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiff suffered adverse  

job actions which was motivated by her gender and resulting in her suffering injury and being 

damaged. 

 121. Defendant has failed to comply with its statutory duty to take all reasonable 

necessary steps to eliminate discrimination from the workplace and to prevent it from occurring.  

122. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s willful, knowing, and intentional  

discrimination, Plaintiff has suffered damages.  At a minimum, Plaintiff is thereby entitled to back  

wages, compensatory and punitive damages, and attorneys’ fees and costs. 

Count IV – Title VII & FCRA Retaliation - Termination 

 123. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates as if fully set forth herein all of the preceding 

paragraphs of this complaint. 

 124. Plaintiff has completed, or is in the process of completing, all necessary pre-

requisites to bringing its claims under the Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 

2000e and the Florida Civil Rights Act, Fla. Stat. § 760.10(1)(a).   

 125. Plaintiff engaged in a statutorily protected activity(ies), complaining to Russell on 

multiple occasions about Earl’s discriminatory treatment, cat-calling, and sexual harassment, as 

well as Earl’s treatment of her when he ignored Plaintiff when it came to job-related questions and 

interactions. 

 126. Plaintiff engaged in another statutorily protected activity before termination, 

complaining to Wright that she felt she was being treated less favorably and discriminated against 

by Defendant due to her gender. 

 127. Defendant damaged and retaliated against Plaintiff in the terms and conditions of 

her employment, by not transferring her and by terminating her, after she complained to Russell 
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and Wright, including by managers’ inaccuracies and inconsistencies in rating her performance, 

for ignoring complaints about a male’s inappropriate behavior and comments while disciplining 

her, by Defendant not sticking up for Plaintiff, and by not investigating the complaints or taking 

her complaints seriously. 

 128. There is or are a casual connection(s) between Plaintiff’s complaints to Russell and 

Wright and her termination that followed soon after. 

 129. As a result of the aforementioned conduct, Defendant violated Title VII and FCRA. 

 130.   As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiff suffered adverse 

employment action, termination, resulting in her suffering injury and being damaged. 

 131. Defendant has failed to comply with its statutory duty to take all reasonable 

necessary steps to eliminate retaliation from the workplace and to prevent it from occurring.  

132. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s willful, knowing, and intentional  

retaliation, Plaintiff has suffered damages.  At a minimum, Plaintiff is thereby entitled to back  

wages and other compensation benefits, compensatory and punitive damages, and attorneys’ fees 

and costs. 

133. Any claimed legitimate reason for Defendant’s actions is merely a pretext for 

Defendant’s unlawful actions. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court: 

 (a) Grant a permanent injunction enjoining Defendant its officers, successors, assigns and 

all persons in active concert or participation with it, from engaging in discriminatory and 

retaliatory practices in violation of the law, including EEO training for its employees and 

managers; 
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 (b)  Award Plaintiff judgment against Defendant for compensatory damages as determined 

by the trier of fact; 

 (c)  Award Plaintiff all restitution and other damages, including interest, for the benefits he 

would have received absent the retaliatory treatment; 

(d)  Enter judgment for punitive damages against Defendant; and 

 (e)  Award all reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in connection with this action; 

and any other further relief as justice may require. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

       Respectfully submitted,      

 

      //s//J.P. Salas Law, P.A.  
SALAS LAW FIRM, P.A. 
8551 West Sunrise Boulevard 
Suite 300 
Plantation, FL 33322 
Office: (954) 315-1155 
Fax: (954) 452 -3311                          
Email: jp@jpsalaslaw.com 
Fla. Bar. No. 87593 

 

      //s//Michael G. Green II, Esq.    
      SALAS LAW FIRM, P.A. 

8551 West Sunrise Boulevard 
Suite 300 
Plantation, FL 33322 
Office: (954) 315-1155 
Fax: (954) 452 -3311                          

      Email:  mgreen@mggreenlaw.com 
      Fla. Bar. No. 60859 
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