
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COlJllT 
SOUTHERN IlISTlHCT OF TIcXAS 

MCALLEN DIVJSION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Plaintiff, Civil Action No. 

v. 

CITY OF ELSA, TEXAS, JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

DC[C1Hlant. 

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

PlainljlT,lhe United States of America, alleges: 

1. This action is brought 011 bdllll( of the Umtcd Slates to enforce the provisions of 

l'itfc Vll ofthc Civil Rights Act of 1964, liS (III/elided, 42U.S.C. § 2000c, ('1 seq. ("Title VII"). 

2. This Court has jurisdiction oflhc action under 42 U.S.c. § 2000c-5(f) and 

28 U.S.c. § 1345. 

]. Defendant, the City of Elsa, is a cilY located in Hidalgo County, Texas. 

4. Defendant is a "person" witbin the meaning 0[42 tJ.S.c. § 2000c(a) and an 

"employer" within the meaning of 42 U.S.c. § 2000c(b} 

5. Defendant h;JS subjected Patricia J)cc<llliJli to discrimination on the basis of her 

sex, in vIolation of Section 703(a) of Tille VII, 42 U.S.c. § 2000c-2(a), among other ways, by: 

(a) Rcmoving Ms. Dceanilli's dUlies as 13ailiff and Warrant Officer in or aboul 

Octoher }002, ;md assigning those dUlies to a IJl<dc; <llld 



(h) Failing or refusing 10 take appropriatc aelion lo remedy the effects of Illl; 

discriminatory trcatment of Ms. Oeclltlini. 

6. Defendant has subjected Patricia Dccaninl, Maricc!n Eslimbo, and A!fricda Rcycs 

(o retaliation, in villliltion ofSectio1l704(a) ofTitlc VII, 42ll.S.C. § 2000c-3(a), among other 

ways, by: 

(a) Discharging Ms. Decanini for opposing conduct that she reasonably and in 

good faith believed to he unlawful under Title VrI ancl for fIling a charge of discrimination under 

Tille VII; 

(b) Discharging Ms. Estimbo for opposing conduct thai she reasonably and in 

good faith believed to be unlawful under Tille VII and for filing a eharge of discrimination under 

Title VIl; and 

(c) Discharging Ms. Reyes for opposing conduct that she reasonably and in 

good laith belicved io be \mlawful under Tilk Vll and for Wing a charge of discrimination under 

Title VlI. 

7. The EquaJ Employment Opportunity Commission ("EEOC") received a timely 

(:harge (Charge No. 360A300262) filed by Ms. Dccanini on November 25, 2002, a!1eging Ihut 

she had been discriminated against on the bnsis of sex when her duties ,L') Bailiff lint! WalTflill 

Officer were removed. Ms. Oceanir)! amended her charge with fhe EEOC on March 20, 2003 to 

add all <lllcgation thai she had been suspendcd and discharged because of her sex and in 

retaliation for protesting unlawful discrimiJl;ltiotl, including filing 11 charge of discrimination with 

the EEOC. Pursu<lnt to Section 706 ofTillc VII, 42 U.S.c. § 2000e-5, the EEOC jnvcstig<lted 

1 Ill' charge, found reasonable cause to hell eve thul Ms. Decanilli's allegations were true, 
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attempted unsuccessfully to 8chieve through conciliatlOll U \'olul1!ary resolution orlhe charge, 

and Subscqtlcntly referred the mailer to tbe Dcpat"llHellt o[Justice. 

8. Thc EEOC received <I timely ch,ugc (Charge No. 360A3002(5) filed by Ms. 

Estimbo on Novcrllhcr 27,2002, alleging OWL she had becn transfeo'cd involuntarily finm her 

position as Court Coordinator because of her sex ami in retaliation lex having opposed the 

discriminatory removal of Dec anini '$ Bailiff ano Warrant Ofriccr dUlies. Ms. Estimbo filed a 

second timely charge with the EEOC (Charge No. 360-2003-03286) 011 June 20, 2003. alleging 

that shc had been dischargcd because of her sex and in retaliation for protesting unlawful 

discrimination, including filing a chargc of discrimination with the EEOC. Pursuant to Section 

706 of Title VII, 42 USc. § 2000e-5, the EEOC illvestig,ltcd hath orMs. Estimbo's charges, 

found rcasOllabJe cause to belicvc that Ms. Estimbo's allegations were true, attempted 

ullsuccessfully to achieve through conciliation a voluntary resolution of the cbarges, and 

subsequcntly refcrred the matters to the Depnrtrncnt of Justice. 

I). The EEOC received a timely chmgc (Charge No. 360A300S07) fikd by Ms. 

Reyes on March 25, 2003, <ll1cging that she had been dCllloh:d from her position tiS City Secretary 

bec<luse of her scx and in retaliation Jor having opposed the discriminatory removal of Dec anini '$ 

Bailiff and Warrillit Officer duties. Ms. Rcycs fiJed a second timely cllarge with tile EEOC 

(Charge No. )(lO-200:Q)5247) on August 25, 2003, <lllcging IhM she had heen di:;chargcd 

because of her sex and in retaliation for protc~ting unlawful discrimination, including filing a 

charge of discrirninatioll with {he f.£Oc. l'ursuanlto Section 706 orTi!lc VII, 42 lJ.S.c. 



§ 2000c-5, the EEOC investtgated both of Ms. Reyes's charges, found reasonahle cause to 

belicve that Ms. Reyes's allegatiuns were true, alll::mpted unsuccessfully tu i.!chicve through 

conei liation avo! lllltary resolution of the charges, ant! suhsequently referred the matter::; to tbc 

Department of J lIstiec. 

10. All conditions precedent to the filtJlg of suit have been performed or have 

Decuned. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintirrpruys that the Court grant the following relief: 

(a) Enjoin Defendant from subjecting employees to discriminatory 

employment policics and practices oased on sex; 

(b) Enjoin Defendant fWIll engagiJlg in rd<lliatory clllploymcnt policics and 

practices against employees who protest what they retlsonahly helieve to be unlawful 

diSCrimination under Title Vii, <lud for filing charges of discrimination with the EEOC; 

(c) Enjoin DcrcndullI from f.1iling or refusing 10 provide sufficient remedial 

re!icfla charging parties Patritia Dccanini, Marieela l~slimbo, and Alfricda Reyes to make them 

whole for the losses Ihey have suffercd as a result of the discrimiuatjoll and retaliation against 

Ihem as alleged in this Complaint; 

(d) Award compensatory damagc:-i to Charging p!lrties Patricia Decanini, 

Mflricc!a Estimba and AIIl·icda Reyes to fully compensate them lor the injuries caused by 

Defendant's discriminatory :md retaliatory conduct, Pllfsll<tn! to and within the slatutmy 

limitalions ofScelion 102 orlhe Civil Riehls Ad of 1991, 42 U.S.C. § 1981a; and 

(c) Award ~uch additional relic:fasjllslicc nJay require, together with 

Plaintifrs costs und disbmsc!l1cnls ill this aetioll. 
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JURY DEMAN!) 

The United Slates hereby demands a triLlI by jury of <II! issues so triahle pursumlt to Rule 

38 oftbe Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Section J 02 ofthe Civil Rights Act of 19Y I, 

42 U.S.C. § 1981(a). 

By: 

R. ALEXANDER ACOSTA 
Assistnnt Attorney General 
Civil Righls Division 

(~)~ IJ /J 
':::t:7~ ... ~____- .... 
DAVIDJ.!, LMER(IlCHarNo417834) 
CbicJ~ Employmcll! f ,iligation Section 
Civi.l Rights I,ivisioll 
\.JJJ..~ t c4>-'.~ 

toW-, ;:~" 
------------------_.--. -'.-.- - --- ----,-._---------- - --".--

WILLIAM B FENTON (DC ll"No. 414990) 
Deputy Section Chief 
LOOlS LOPEZ (DC Bar No_ 461(62) 
IIECTOR F. RUIZ, JR. (Texas Bar No. 24029814) 
Attorneys-in-Charge 
Employment Litigation Section, PHB 
Civil Rights Division 
United States Dcpin1menl of Justice 
950 Constitution Avenue, NW, Room 4920 
Washington, DC 20530 
(202) 353·1845 
(202) 514·1105 (fax) 

(.uk UJ~...0; 
-Ki~Tl-i{\\;-YAi:T(·'rex-~; Bar No. ii092(00) 
DA VID GUERRA (Texas Bar No. 08575200; 

Sonthern District ofTcx'1S Bar No, 14435) 
Assistant United Stutes AUurncys 
.southcm District of Texas 
91 () Travis Street 
HOllston, TX 77208 
(713) 567·9000 
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