
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

TAMPA DIVISION

ADINAH TORRES,

Plaintiff,

vs. Case No.   

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF MANATEE
COUNTY, FLORIDA,

Defendant.
____________________________________/

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiff, ADINAH TORRES (“Plaintiff”), hereby sues Defendant, SCHOOL DISTRICT

OF MANATEE COUNTY, FLORIDA (“Defendant”) and alleges as follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. This action is brought under Title IX to redress unlawful retaliation committed by one

or more agents of Defendant against Plaintiff because she reported what she

believed to be unlawful sexual harassment of herself and students of Manatee High

School (“MHS”) by Roderick Frazier (“Frazier”), who was employed by Defendant

as a parent liaison while serving as an assistant football coach at  MHS.1  

1Students enrolled at MHS are legally protected from sexual harassment while
attending public schools which receive federal funds under Title IX Education Amendments
of 1972, 86 Stat. 373, as amended, 20 U.S.C. § 1681 et seq. (“Title IX”).  Teachers are also
protected from sexual harassment and retaliation for reporting sexual harassment under
Title IX.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

2. Plaintiff is not required to exhaust any administrative remedies under Title IX.

3. Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

PARTIES

4. Plaintiff was a resident and citizen of Manatee County, Florida at all times material

to this action.

5. Defendant is a public entity and was Plaintiff's employer at all times material hereto.

Defendant is also covered by Title IX as a recipient of federal funds and its

operations are covered by Title IX. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

6. In November 2010, Plaintiff commenced full-time employment with Defendant as a

parent liaison.  Her direct supervisor was Assistant Principal Gregg Faller.  

7. On or about February 14, 2011, Frazier, who was then also employed at MHS as

a parent liaison, began making unwanted sexual overtures towards Plaintiff.  For

example, Frazier stated in front of Plaintiff’s “time-out” classroom in ISS (In-School

Suspension), “If you don’t have a Valentine, I’ll be your Valentine.”  The students in

the classroom were shocked by this explicit overture. Some students inquired of

Plaintiff whether she and Frazier are dating.  Plaintiff thereafter felt very

uncomfortable around Frazier.

8. Frazier covered Plaintiff’s classroom during her lunch hour and usually brought a CD

player.  On many occasions, when Plaintiff returned to her classroom, Frazier would

play an R. Kelly song titled “Bump and grind.” 

 9. In March 2011, Plaintiff was assigned to receive computer training from Frazier in
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his office on a new computer data system (FOCUS).  During a training session after

Plaintiff logged-in to FOCUS, Frazier sat on top of his desk.  With his right leg, he

slid his foot up the back of Plaintiff’s calf to the crease of the inside of her knee. In

response, Plaintiff quickly moved away and expressed disapproval.  Frazier smirked

and then Plaintiff left the room. 

10. Plaintiff was very upset over this incident and received advice from a family member

and a fellow parent liasion to inform her supervisor of the sexual harassment. 

11. Plaintiff reported the incident to Faller.  Plaintiff made additional reports to Faller that

Frazier routinely called students out of class and into his office.  Faller never took

any complaint seriously. In response to her specific complaint about the sexual

harassment, Faller stated: “I can’t have any problems between you guys.  Just

remember if you need help with one of the students, you want someone to come

and assist you.  You got that?  So you got this?”  Plaintiff replied that she “got it.” 

Faller took no effective action. 

12. The day after Plaintiff reported the conduct to Faller, Plaintiff informed Frazier that

his sexual advances were inappropriate and unwelcome.  After asking Frazier to

confirm that he could work in a professional manner, Frazier stated very loudly, “I

don’t know what you’re talking about” and walked away angry. 

13. After this incident, Frazier informed Plaintiff that the administration was “monitoring”

Plaintiff including her times of arrival. 

14. After Plaintiff reported sexual harassment to Faller, her duty post was changed from

the discipline department to the back of the campus. 

15. Because her work location was changed, it was almost impossible for Plaintiff to

take a lunch break and go to the restroom. Faller and other employees in the
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discipline office would not take Plaintiff’s phone calls when she needed to take a

break to go to the restroom. 

16. Faller reprimanded Plaintiff on most days in retaliation for her complaints about

Frazier. 

17. When her phone calls from ISS seeking relief went unanswered, Plaintiff had to

leave ISS to use the restroom. Plaintiff was ordered later that day to never leave the

room unattended.  As a result of this statement, it was clear that Plaintiff was being

monitored by camera and that she was being denied breaks and relief intentionally. 

18. Plaintiff applied for vacant teaching positions for which she was highly qualified.  The

MHS administration, including principal Robert Gagnon, denied Plaintiff two

positions based on her complaints against Frazier. Gagnon was overheard by parent

liasion Steve Gulash stating that Plaintiff would not be hired for a vacant English

teaching position.  The English department head told Plaintiff that the administration 

would not allow her to hire Plaintiff.  

19. Faller remained hostile to Plaintiff and told her she did not have a contractual right

to a lunch period.  Plaintiff called Human Resources (“HR”) and Faller was informed

that Plaintiff had a right to two 15-minute breaks and a lunch period.  Faller

reprimanded Plaintiff for calling HR and stated he was not going to give her two 15-

minute breaks. 

20. Beginning in August 2011, Plaintiff was given a less desirable position in which she

would remain in ISS all day and only be given breaks for lunch.  Her office was

taken away. 

21. In October 2011, Plaintiff received a reprimand from Gagnon through Faller.  Plaintiff

did not sign it and wanted a meeting with Gagnon.  In their discussion, Plaintiff
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reported that she was being treated differently from Frazier who was guilty of far

more inappropriate conduct. 

22. After her meeting with Gagnon, Faller threatened Plaintiff with the loss of her

position and told her, “You won’t be hired anywhere in the district.”

23. Plaintiff continued to suffer daily admonishments from Faller and was denied

assistance to take breaks or perform her job in ISS.  Faller was acting at the behest

of Gagnon and Frazier in creating a hostile, retaliatory environment. 

24. In January 2012, Gagnon moved to the district office as Assistant Superintendent

of Curriculum.  

25. In July 2012, Plaintiff was hired as an Application Support Manager at the

Defendant’s district headquarters by Tina Barrios, Director of Technology Support. 

26. Gagnon questioned Barrios why she hired Plaintiff in an angry tone.  Barrios told

Plaintiff Gagnon was angry with her (Barrios) as a result of the hiring decision. 

27. Plaintiff spoke to Gagnon about the reaction to her being hired and Gagnon falsely

claimed that Plaintiff spoke inappropriately to Don Sauer, Gagnon’s chosen

successor at MHS.  When Plaintiff spoke to Sauer, Plaintiff was told by Sauer that

he never had an issue with Plaintiff and had not made any report of the same to

Gagnon.   

28. In October 2012, Gagnon removed Barrios from her position without cause even

though her contract did not expire until June 2013.  Barrios performed miscellaneous

tasks until her contract expired and then she was not renewed for 2013-14.  Plaintiff

thereafter reported directly to Scott Martin.  Gagnon hired an interim director, Ernie

Paradis, who was unqualified and later demoted for improper conduct in accepting

gifts from a contractor. 
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29. In November 2012, Gagnon hired Paula Nigrelli, his former secretary at Lakewood

Ranch High at which Gagnon was formerly the principal, to work as a data analyst.

30. After Nigrelli was hired, Plaintiff was ordered to train Nigrelli and provide access to

confidential information pertaining to school finances. Nigrelli did not have the

background or experience to perform the position and was making a lot of mistakes. 

31. In January 2013, Plaintiff met with a state auditor.  The district over-reported ESE

expenditures by three-million dollars for which there was going to be a fine and a

duty to pay back.  When Plaintiff tried to inform Gagnon about the audit, he refused

to answer emails or phone calls.  Later, Gagnon called Plaintiff and Nigrelli into a

meeting and ordered Plaintiff to give the information to Nigrelli. 

32. In February 2013, Plaintiff learned that Bradenton Police Department (“BPD”)

detectives wanted to speak with Plaintiff about Frazier. Scott Martin informed

Plaintiff that she did not have to speak with the police.  Plaintiff disregarded Martin’s

attempt to tamper with her and informed the BPD about how she was assaulted by

Frazier. 

33. In March 2013, Plaintiff was denied mandatory training and Nigrelli was sent instead. 

34. In April 2013, Plaintiff reported to Gagnon that he had miscalculated student GPAs

which could negatively affect their scholarship eligibility.  Plaintiff was also asked by

Ernie at the behest of Gagnon in April 2013 to retrieve information on Lynn Aragon

and Steve Gulash so that they could be retaliated against by Gagnon. Ernie did not

know Plaintiff was formerly at MHS but learned of this from Gagnon. 

35. In May 2013, Plaintiff was informed she would not be renewed which meant her last

date of employment would be June 30, 2013. Plaintiff was given inconsistent

reasons. She was told by Paradis that the decision was based on performance
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issues.  However, no performance review was ever conducted on Plaintiff and no

complaints were contained in Plaintiff’s HR file.  Later, Ernie stated that she was not

renewed because of cutbacks. 

36. Following the announcement of the non-renewal, Plaintiff met with the State

Attorney’s office and gave them helpful information to assist in the prosecution of

Frazier and other officials, including Gagnon.  

37. Gagnon learned of the meeting between Plaintiff and the State Attorney’s Office.

38. In June 2013, Plaintiff was subjected to a littany of false allegations and was

terminated roughly two weeks earlier than June 30, 2013. 

COUNT I - RETALIATION UNDER TITLE IX

39. Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1 through 38 as if fully set forth herein.

40. Plaintiff was retaliated against, subjected to retaliatory harassment, and was

subjected to materially adverse actions based on her protected activities.  

41. Plaintiff was denied teaching positions, breaks, threats of being blackballed and was

terminated in retaliation for her protected activities. 

42. Plaintiff has been profoundly damaged by the conduct of Defendant.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests this Honorable Court to:

A. Enjoin Defendant from engaging in any employment practice  violative

of Title IX;

B. Grant a judgment requiring Defendant to pay to Plaintiff any back

wages and back benefits found to be due and owing at the time of

trial, compensatory damages in an amount to be proved at trial, and

prejudgment interest thereon;

C. Grant Plaintiff costs and an award of reasonable attorney’s fees
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pursuant to Title IX; and

D. Grant Plaintiff a trial by jury and such further relief as the Court deems

just and equitable. 

DEMAND FOR TRIAL BY JURY

Plaintiff demands trial by jury as to all issues so triable.

Respectfully submitted,

BERMAN LAW FIRM, P.A.

By: /s/ Craig L. Berman
Craig L. Berman, Esquire
BERMAN LAW FIRM, P.A.
Fla. Bar No. 068977
111 Second Ave. N.E.; Suite 706
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
Phone: (727) 550-8989
Fax: (727) 894-6251
craig@bermanlawpa.com

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF
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