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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

FORT WORTH DIVISION 
 
LAKECIOUS EDWARDS,   § 
 Plaintiff,    § 
      § 
v.      § Civil Action No. 4:07-CV-146-A 
      § 
SOUTHWESTERN BELL    § 
TELEPHONE, L.P., d/b/a AT&T  § 

Defendant.    § 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

PLAINTIFF’S AMENDED PETITION 
             
 

COMES NOW, LaKecious Edwards (hereinafter referred to as “Plaintiff”) 

complaining of Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P. d/b/a AT&T (hereinafter referred to 

as “Defendant”), and for such cause of action, would respectfully show unto the Court 

and jury as follows: 

 I. 

 DISCOVERY CONTROL PLAN 

Plaintiff hereby moves to conduct discovery in accordance with a discovery 

control plan tailored to the circumstances of this specific suit.  In the interest of judicial 

economy and equity, Plaintiff moves to conduct discovery by Court Order (Level 3) in 

accordance with Texas Rule Civil Procedure 190.4.  Such a plan would provide all 

parties a more adequate time for oral depositions, interrogatories and other necessary 

stages of discovery.   
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II. 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff resides in Tarrant County, Texas.   

2. Defendant Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P. d/b/a AT&T is a Texas 

limited partnership, incorporated and doing business in the State of Texas, duly formed 

under the laws of the State of Texas, and service of process may be had upon it by 

serving process upon Marisia Parra-Gaona at 208 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 

75202.  

III. 

VENUE AND JURISDICTION 

3. Venue is proper in Tarrant County, Texas, in that the incidents that form 

the basis of this cause of action accrued in Tarrant County, Texas. 

4. Jurisdiction is invoked in order to secure protection of and to redress 

deprivation of rights secured by the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act (Labor 

Code Chapter 21) which provides legal damages both general and punitive, injunctive 

and other relief against age, disability, national origin, race, religion, sex and retaliation 

discrimination in employment.  At all relevant times, Defendant has been an employer 

within the meaning of the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act as amended. 

IV. 

FACTS 

5. This is a discrimination case brought pursuant to Section 21.051 et seq. of 

the Texas Labor Code. 
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6. Plaintiff, LaKecious Edwards, an African-American female, has worked 

for Defendant since January 14, 2000.   

7. Defendant is an “employer” as that term is defined in Section §21.002(8) of 

the Texas Labor Code. 

8. For most of her time with Defendant, Ms. Edwards has served as a service 

representative for Defendant working out of Defendant’s facility located in Arlington, 

Tarrant County, Texas.  As a service representative, Plaintiff was responsible for selling 

products services within the consumer organization. 

9. In February 2006, Debra Hallum was transferred to AT&T’s Arlington, 

Texas facility from AT&T’s facility located in Tulsa, Oklahoma and assumed the 

position of ADA.    In her position as ADA, Ms. Hallum was placed in a supervisory 

role over approximately one hundred – twenty (120) AT&T employees including eleven 

(11) managers. 

10. Beginning in her first month of supervision at the AT&T facility, Ms. 

Hallum embarked on a continuous pattern of discrimination against employees under 

her supervision and control who were of African American heritage.  One of Ms. 

Hallum’s first orders was to refuse the celebration of black history month.  Her claim 

that no holidays would be celebrated proved false on several occasions later in the year 

including a celebration of Halloween among others.  

11. In April of 2006 Debra Hallum attempted to discourage Plaintiff from 

applying for a manager position by falsely trying to convince her that she would not 

fair well during the interview process.  Ms. Hallum told Plaintiff that she would not 
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relate well to the male who was involved in the interview process because Plaintiff 

speaks too fast for males to understand.  Despite Ms. Hallum’s attempts to frighten her 

away from applying for the manager position.  Plaintiff applied for the manager 

position and participated in the interview process which in actuality did not included 

any male interviewers.  

12. On June 6, 2006, Ms. Hallum approached Plaintiff during Plaintiff’s lunch 

break and informed her that although there was an opening for advancement in a 

“backfill” position, she recommended Plaintiff not apply if she were contacted about 

the position.  Ms. Hallum further informed Plaintiff that if she were to tell anyone that 

she had advised the Plaintiff to turn down the position that she, Ms. Hallum, would 

deny they ever had such a conversation.  Plaintiff was never approached about the 

position, but later learned that Ms. Hallum had informed the AT&T personnel 

responsible for interviewing qualified candidates for the position that Plaintiff was not 

interested.  Ultimately, the position was filled with a Caucasian employee with less 

seniority than Plaintiff. 

V. 

AGENCY AND RESPONDEAT SUPERIOR 

13. Whenever in Plaintiff’s Amended Petition, it is alleged that Defendant did 

any act or thing, it is meant that Defendant, itself or agents, officers, servants, 

employees or representatives did such act or thing and it was done with the full 

authorization or ratification of Defendant or done in the normal routine, course and 
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scope of the agency or employment of Defendant to its agents, officers, servants, 

employees or representatives. 

VI. 

DISPARATE TREATMENT BASED ON RACE 

14. Plaintiff received disparate treatment because of her race. Such actions 

violate Section 21.051 of the Texas Labor Code.   

15. As a direct result of this disparate treatment, Plaintiff has suffered and is 

entitled to recover damages from Defendant. 

VII. 

DISCRIMINATION 

16. This is a lawsuit in law and equity authorized and instituted pursuant to 

the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act (Labor Code Chapter 21).  All conditions 

precedent to jurisdiction under the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act, as 

amended, have occurred or have been complied with, to wit:  A charge of employment 

discrimination was filed jointly with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

(hereinafter “EEOC”) and the Texas Commission on Human Rights (hereinafter 

“TCHR”) also known as the Texas Workforce Commission Civil Rights Division 

(“TWCCR”) within 180 days of the commission of the unfair employment practices 

complained of.  On October 23, 2006, Plaintiff filed EEOC Charge Number 450-2006-

02728.  

17. As a result of Defendant’s actions, Plaintiff has suffered loss of income 

and loss of career opportunity.  Plaintiff has experienced humiliation and mental 
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anguish and will, in reasonable probability, suffer from the same in the future.  Plaintiff 

has incurred medical expenses and will incur medical expenses in the future.  All of 

said damages exceed the minimal jurisdictional limits of the Court.  These damages are 

continuing at the time of the filing of Plaintiff’s Amended Petition. 

18. Defendant’s actions were carried out with a conscious disregard of the 

Plaintiff’s rights and with the intent to vex, injure, or annoy Plaintiff such as to 

constitute oppression, fraud, or malice thereby entitling Plaintiff to exemplary and/or 

punitive damages.  

VIII. 

RETALIATION 

19. This is a lawsuit in law and equity authorized and instituted pursuant to 

the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act (Labor Code Chapter 21).  All conditions 

precedent to jurisdiction under the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act, as 

amended, have occurred or have been complied with, to wit:  A charge of employment 

retaliation was filed jointly with the EEOC and the TCHR within 180 days of the 

commission of the unfair employment practices complained of.  On November 24, 2006, 

Plaintiff filed EEOC Charge Number 450-2007-00608. 

20. As a result of Defendant’s actions, Plaintiff has suffered serious and severe 

injuries loss of income of career opportunity.  Plaintiff has experienced humiliation and 

mental anguish and will, in reasonable probability, suffer from the same in the future.  

All of said damages exceed the minimal jurisdictional limits of the Court.  These 

damages are continuing at the time of Plaintiff’s Amended Petition is being filed. 
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21. Defendant’s actions were carried out with a conscious disregard of the 

Plaintiff’s rights and with the intent to vex, injure, or annoy Plaintiff, such as to 

constitute oppression, fraud, or malice thereby entitling Plaintiff to exemplary or 

punitive damages. 

IX. 
 

DAMAGES 
 

22. Pursuant to Section 21.585 of the Texas Labor Code, Plaintiff seeks all 

compensatory damages for emotional pain, suffering, inconvenience, mental anguish, 

loss of enjoyment of life, and other non-pecuniary losses allowed by law.  Furthermore, 

as a result of the incident described herein, Plaintiff incurred lost wages and benefits in 

the past, and in reasonable probability such lost wages and benefits will continue in the 

future.  As a result of the incident described herein, Plaintiff experienced inconvenience 

and a loss of enjoyment of life in the past, and in reasonable probability such 

inconvenience and a loss of enjoyment of life will continue in the future.   

X. 

 
ATTORNEYS FEES AND COSTS 

 
23. Pursuant to Section 21.259 of the Texas Labor Code, Plaintiff seeks all 

reasonable attorneys’ fees, court costs and expenses incurred in the prosecution of this 

suit and allowed by law. 
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XI. 

EXEMPLARY DAMAGES 

24. Plaintiff seeks exemplary damages for the harm caused by Defendant’s 

willful actions. 

XII. 

 CLAIM FOR PRE-JUDGMENT AND POST-JUDGMENT INTEREST 

25. Plaintiff claims interest in accordance with Texas Finance Code §304.001 et 

seq. and any other applicable law. 

XIII. 

 JURY DEMAND 

26. Plaintiff requests that a jury be empanelled to try all fact issues in this 

case. 

  

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Plaintiff prays that Defendant be cited 

to appear and answer herein and upon final hearing of this cause, Plaintiff have 

judgment against Defendant for the following: 

a. Judgment against Defendant for Plaintiff’s damages, 

including but not limited to compensatory damages, 

reasonable attorneys fees, costs and disbursements of this 

lawsuit, and other damages both general, special and 

punitive under the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act 

(Chapter 21 of the Texas Labor Code) 
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b. Declaration against Defendant’s conduct for violation of 

Plaintiff’s rights as secured by the Texas Commission on 

Human Rights (Chapter 21 of the Texas Labor Code)  

c. Prejudgment and post-judgment interest as allowed by law; 

d. Cost of suit herein; and  

e. Such other relief to which Plaintiff may be justly entitled. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 

THE DRINNON LAW FIRM, P.L.L.C. 
 
 
 
 

By:        
STEPHEN W. DRINNON 

        State Bar No. 00783983 
SHELBY L. BOBOSKY 
State Bar No:  24025258 

   
1700 Pacific Avenue 
Suite 2230 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
(972) 445-6080 (Telephone) 
(972) 445-6089 (Facsimile) 

     
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was delivered by: 

 
__X___ Mail by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, in a postpaid, properly 

addressed wrapper, in a post office or official depository under the care and custody of 
the United States Postal Service; 

 
______ Hand-delivered by courier receipted delivery; 
 
______ Forwarded by next day receipted delivery service (federal express); 
 
______ Communicated by telephonic document transfer to the recipient’s current telecopier number; 
 
on this _____ day of April, 2007. 
 
 
To: Marisia Gaona-Parra, Esq.   
 208 South Akard Street 

Dallas, Texas 75202. 
 
 
 
      ___________________________________ 

           STEPHEN W. DRINNON  

 


