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Daniel Moussatche, Esq. (SBN: 314491) 
Dennis E. Wagner, Esq. (SBN: 99190) 
WAGNER ZEMMING CHRISTENSEN, LLP 
1325 Spruce Street, Suite 200 
Riverside, CA 92507 

4 Tel.: (951) 686-4800 

5 Fax: (951) 686-4801 

6 Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
ALYSIA CHANDLER 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

10 

11 JANE DOE II, an individual, 

12 

13 

14 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, a public entity; 
KELLI CATLETT, in her personal and official 

15 capacity; SAM KALOUSTIAN, in his personal 
and official capacity; DANIEL DELIMON, in 
his personal and official capacity; LISA 
DIMARIA in her personal and official capacity 
and DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Defendants. 

CASE NO.: CVR12103362 

SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR 
DAMAGES: 
1. DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS 

OF SEX IN VIOLATION OF FEHA 
[Gov. Code § 12940 et sub.); 

2. FAILURE TO PREVENT 
DISCRIMINATION AND 
HARASSMENT IN VIOLATION OF 
FEHA [Gov. Code§ 12940 et sub.]; 

3. SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND 
HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT 
IN VIOLATION OF FEHA [Gov. Code 
§ 12940, et sub.]; 

4. WHISTLEBLOWER RETALIATION 
IN VIOLATION OF LABOR CODE § 
1102.5; 

5. INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF 
EMOTIONAL DISTRESS; AND 

6. DECLARATORY RELIEF 

25 Plaintiff, ALYSIA CHANDLER, brings this action against Defendants, COUNTY OF 

26 RIVERSIDE, a public entity; KELLI CATLETT, in her personal and official capacity; SAM 

27 KALOUSTIAN, in his personal and official capacity; DANIEL DELIMON, in his personal 

28 and official capacity; LISA DIMARIA, in her personal and official capacity; and DOES 1 
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through 10, inclusive, herein alleges the following: 

PRELIMINARY ALLEGATIONS 

1. Plaintiff, ALYSIA CHANDLER (hereinafter referred to as "Plaintiff') was 

employed as a Deputy District Attorney ("ODA") with the County of Riverside District 

Attorney's Office ("RCDA") from December 5, 2016 to September 10, 2021. Plaintiff is 

married with a young child; her child was born while working at the Riverside County District 

Attorney's Office. Plaintiff is a resident of San Bernardino County, California. Plaintiff is no 

longer suing under a fictitious name because she is no longer a DOA. 

2. Defendant, County of Riverside (hereinafter referred to as "COUNTY" or 

"RCDA") is a public entity pursuant to the laws of the State of California. The COUNTY 

employs Plaintiff and her superiors through their agency the Riverside County District 

Attorney's Office. 

3. Defendant, Kelli Catlett ("CATLETT") is a Chief Deputy District Attorney 

("CODA") and Defendant, Sam Kaloustian ("KALOUSTIAN") is a CODA, both of whom 

committed acts of unlawful sexual harassment themselves and ratified acts of unlawful sexual 

harassment and gender discrimination by Defendant Daniel Delimon ("DELIMON") against 

female DDAs, including Plaintiff. In addition, after DOA Courtney Breaux ("Breaux") and 

Plaintiff filed their respective complaints against DELIMON, CATLETT and KALOUSTIAN 

retaliated against Breaux and Plaintiff: including denying promotions to Breaux and extending 

Plaintiffs probation. Plaintiff also suffered extensive medical issues due to the hostile and 

stressful work environment created by CATLETT and KALOUSTIAN. CATLETT and 

KALOUSTIAN set a hostile tone for the office, they cultivate a demeaning attitude against 

women hires and protect the offenders, like DELIMON. CATLETT and KALOUSTIAN create 

an environment of pervasive sexual favoritism and harassment towards those who fail to fit 

their ever-changing standards. 

4. Defendant, Lisa DIMARIA ("DIMARIA") is a Lead Deputy District Attorney 

who committed acts of unlawful sexual harassment and gender discrimination against Plaintiff 

and continues to cultivate a hostile work environment within RCDA. 
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5. Defendant, Dan DELIMON, (''DELIMON") was the Grade IV Lead Deputy 

District Attorney ("LODA") of the Misdemeanor Trial Team and is known within the DA's 

Office to sexually harass young female DAs and law clerks, creates an environment of 

pervasive sexual favoritism, and discriminates against women who are pregnant or recently 

gave birth. Plaintiff is infom1ed and believes he was dismissed from his position in the 

COUNTY due to drunkenness at work and not due to his harassment of Plaintiff and others. 

DELIMON is still allowed to perform services for the COUNTY through the COUNTY paid 

conflicts defense firm. This brings him into contact with Plaintiff frequently, thereby 

continuing the conditions which create a hostile environment. 

6. Plaintiff is presently unaware of the true names and capacities of Defendants 

sued as Does. 

7. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate, or 

otherwise, and the true involvement of Defendants sued here as Does 1 through 10, inclusive, 

are unknown to Plaintiff who therefore sues these Defendants by fictitious names and will 

amend this Complaint to show the true names, capacities, and involvement when ascertained. 

Plaintiff is informed, believes, and alleges that each of the Defendants designated as a Doe is 

responsible in some manner for the events and happenings referred to herein, and that 

Plaintiffs injuries and damages were proximately caused by these Defendants. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

8. Plaintiff began working for COUNTY within RCDA Office as a volunteer law 

clerk in May 2014. Plaintiff continued working as a law clerk volunteer through September 

2015. In September 2015, Plaintiff became a TAP (temporary employee) OA II in the 

administrative division in the RCDA Office. Plaintiff maintained her TAP position with RCDA 

until she was sworn in as a ODA. 

9. On December 5, 2016, Plaintiff was sworn in and began in the County as a 

DOA. In her first year of service, she was supervised by MDDA Mark Singe1ton and received 

good evaluations. 

II 
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10. On December 25, 2017, Plaintiffs sister unexpectedly died. Plaintiff took a 

week of bereavement and returned to work after that week. 

11. In January 2018, a new Lead DDA (aka acting manager) DELIMON was 

assigned to the misdemeanor unit as Plaintiff's supervisor. The assigned Trial Team Lead 

(TTL) was DOA Courtney Breaux. The TTL helped with day-to-day operations, disposition of 

cases, and assisted DDAs with trial preparation. DELIMON was close friends with District 

Attorney Mike Hestrin at the time. DELIMON's boss was KALOUSTIAN. DELIMON and 

KALOUST[AN were also close friends. KALOUSTIAN has since been promoted to CODA. 

12. Plaintiffs work environment became characterized by a pervasive sexual 

favoritism, discrimination against those who did not fall within that favorite group, and 

hostility towards pregnant women, new mothers, and those that expressed a desire to have 

children and spend time with their families. 

13. Even after the death of her sister, Plaintiff completed six (6) trials during the 

first six months of 2018. DELIMON never came to watch her in any of these trials. During that 

time, DELIMON was forming a romantic relationship with one of Plaintiff's co-workers and 

his subordinate, Lindsey M., and was close friends with James A. and Shabnum A. All of 

whom he supervised and provided them with preferential treatment such as consistently going 

to lunch with them, providing them with less cases than those he did not favor, and assisting 

them more with all their assignments verses others he supervised. DELIMON would frequently 

go to lunch with all three, play football in the hallway at the office, allow them to come in late 

and leave early. Plaintiff brought these concerns to CODA CATLETT, but nothing was done 

as DELIMON'S behavior continued without abatement. 

14. Meanwhile, Plaintiff would get to work daily at 6:00 a.m. or earlier and leave 

around 4:45 p.m. DELIMON staiied telling Plaintiff that she needed to stay past 5 p.m. even as 

a salaried employee while his those DDAs he preferred could come and go as they pleased. 

15. There were days that were extremely hard emotionally for Plaintiff after the 

passing of her sister. There was one day where Plaintiff closed her door to work because she 

started to cry at something that reminded of her sister. DELIMON asked TTL Courtney Breaux 
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why Plaintiff was upset, and he told TTL Breaux that Plaintiff needed to get over the death of 

her sister because it had been a few months. Plaintiff heard the disparaging remark firsthand as 

DELIMON was near Plaintiff's office. 

16. Over the first several months of 2018, TTL Breaux assisted Plaintiff with trial 

preparation and watched Plaintiff complete several trials. No one ever spoke to Breaux about 

Plaintiff's trial performance and preparation. Nor did anyone ask Breaux her opinion as to 

Plaintiffs work outside of trials in the day-to-day functions as a DOA. 

17. In July 2018, Plaintiff had a monthly meeting with DELIMON and then MDDA 

KALOUSTIAN. Plaintiff was told in the meeting to keep doing trials like she had been and 

that she needed to listen and apply the advice DELIMON gave her. Based on Plaintiff's lack of 

involvement with DELIMON, Plaintiff made more of an effort to discuss all her trial cases 

with him. Plaintiff had difficulty speaking with DELIMON as he was rarely in his office and 

was always socializing with his favorite DD As. At that time, Jane Doe I., was also a part of the 

same unit and experiencing similar treatment. 

18. Beginning in July 2018, Plaintiff attempted to take eight (8) cases out to trial 

over the course of four months. Plaintiff could not get any cases to go to trial as they either 

pled to the court or defendants in criminal cases failed to appear. None of the Defendants 

examined the cases that Plaintiff prepared for trial to observe her work on them. DDA Breaux 

did review several of these cases to give feedback on the trial documents Plaintiff prepared. 

19. In the summer of 2018, Plaintiffs Doctor prescribed anxiety medication and an 

21 anti-depressant to help Plaintiff cope with the stress of work. Plaintiff had suffered several 

22 anxiety attacks in 2018 due to the work environment and stress being placed on her. Therefore, 

23 her doctor indicated that medication would be needed to help with this. 

24 20. On July 23, 2018, DELIMON got in a verbal altercation with Plaintiff when he 

25 tried to tell Plaintiff she had to handle competency a trial scheduled for the following day. 

26 During this incident, Plaintiff told DELIMON how Plaintiff did not feel comfortable taking 

27 this type of case at the last minute as Plaintiff had never done a competency trial and had not 

28 spoken with any of the doctors who would be witnesses. DELIMON raised his voice and said 
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1 that Plaintiff would have the most knowledge of this type of case as Plaintiff had argued 

2 motions in mental health court before. He spoke to Plaintiff in a very demeaning tone and told 

3 Plaintiff that she had no other option but to take the case. The way DELIMON spoke to 

4 Plaintiff was upsetting. This interaction caused Plaintiff to have a panic attack and she had to 

5 take her prescribed anti-anxiety medication to calm down. 

6 21. Plaintiff also spoke ·with another MDDA Jerry Fineman (He has since been 

7 promoted to Assistant Deputy Attorney), as he was providing advice to Plaintiff and Breaux 

8 about how to handle interactions with DELIMON which were becoming worse daily at this 

9 point. Plaintiff and Breaux spoke with Fineman several times throughout the summer and fall 

10 2018. Fineman told Plaintiff to try to speak with D ELIM ON more and to try to be receptive to 

11 advice he was giving. During the conversations, Fineman indicated he was aware of the 

12 demeaning treatment DELIMON was subjecting Plaintiff to. 

13 22. At end of October 2018, Plaintiff went to CATLETT' s office to discuss the 

14 issues that Plaintiff was having with DELIMON and the tension that Breaux had with 

15 DELIMON. CATLETT was the highest supervisor over Plaintiff's unit. Plaintiff spoke with 

16 CATLETT for thirty minutes and CATLETT stated that she would handle the situation. 

17 Plaintiff also meet with CATLETT a second time afterwards to express those things were not 

18 getting better as far as morale and treatment within the unit of those DD As that DELIMON 

19 disfavored. Plaintiff also apprised CATLETT of DELIMON's inappropriate conduct with her 

20 other co-workers Lindsey, James, and Shabnum. CATLETT again reassured Plaintiff that she 

21 ·would handle the situation appropriately. At this point the preferential treatment was brought to 

22 management attention numerous times, but the only person Plaintiff could trust was DDA 

23 Breaux, yet Breaux faced similar discrimination regarding her workload, pressure, and the fact 

24 that no one could be trusted in management because nothing was being done about our 

25 concerns. Also, during this time, Plaintiff let the office know that she was planning to have 

26 children soon. 

27 23. Throughout October and November 2018, Plaintiff communicated with 

28 CATLETT multiple times via text and phone calls regarding the tension in the unit and needing 

6 

SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 



1 to meet with her. Plaintiff met with CATLETT twice in person in the month of October to 

2 discuss the way DELIMON was favoring other DDAs versus his treatment of Plaintiff 

3 Plaintiff expressed to CATLETT her concerns about how DELIMON was speaking down to 

4 people including herself and Breaux, and DELIMON was being overly friendly with the group 

5 of DDAs DELIMON liked. Plaintiff also told CATLETT that DELIMON would make Plaintiff 

6 cover numerous last-minute assignments, including giving Plaintiff jury trials and expecting 

7 Plaintiff to be ready within a day or two. This happened on three cases in October 2018. 

8 DELIMON also always requested that Plaintiff cover the calendar so that Lindsey and James 

9 could work on their cases. Plaintiff expressed these concerns and issues to CATLETT; 

10 CATLETT reassured Plaintiff that she would speak to DELIMON and she would help Plaintiff 

11 and Breaux navigate how to deal with the situation. Plaintiff repeatedly told CATLETT that 

12 Plaintiff was concerned about the favoritism and the way DELIMON would treat Plaintiff 

13 different because Plaintiff would also listen to Breaux as her TTL. CATLETT said that she 

14 would work on "coaching" DELIMON. CATLETT also said that she would speak to 

15 DELIMON about him constantly making Plaintiff take all the hand off trials. Aside from the 

16 two in person meetings Plaintiff also called and text messaged CATLETT several times to 

17 discuss how to improve things and give updates as to what was occurring in the unit. 

18 24. DELIMON's daily interaction with Plaintiff was either passive where he would 

19 not even acknowledge her existence, or he would be rude and demeaning to make Plaintiff feel 

20 less than other DDAs. Plaintiff would constantly see how he was nice to his favorite DD As 

21 including those he was having a sexual relationship with and how differently DELIMON 

22 would treat Plaintiff and Breaux. 

23 25. There were two times in October 2018 that DELIMON, James, Lindsey, 

24 Shabnum, and Jessica R. left work earlier and went to happy hour at the Mission Inn during 

25 work hours. (4pm) This opportunity was not extended to Plaintiff, Jane Doe I, Breaux, or 

26 anyone else on the team. Rather, Plaintiff and others were working up to and through 5 p.m. 

27 26. Around October 2018, DELIMON and KALOUSTIAN preferential treatment of 

28 certain people was apparent. KALOUSTIAN continued to defer to DELIMON and did not 
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1 intervene when the disparities amongst DDAs within the unit were apparent. Anyone that 

2 DELIMON liked was protected and spoke highly of. DELIMON and Breaux were at odds 

3 because of how DELI MON was running the team and how he was speaking to those he 

4 disliked, including Plaintiff. DELIMON was pushing Plaintiff to take trials out and dumping 

5 every handoff trial on Plaintiff or Jane Doe I. Plaintiff was forced to take three (3) hand offs 

6 over a vveeks' time. 

7 2 7. Also, in October 2018, Plaintiff had an employee development meeting with 

8 KALOUSTIAN and DELIMON. During the meeting, DELIMON told Plaintiff in front of 

9 KALOUSTIAN that Plaintiff need to stay out of office politics, and do not talk about the prior 

10 position Plaintiff had as a TAP (temporary employee) with the administrative unit in the 

11 RCDA's office. DELIMON told Plaintiff to keep her head down and work. He also told 

12 Plaintiff that she should not be leaving before 5 p.m. because it looked bad even though 

13 Plaintiff was coming into work at 6 a.m. every day and working weekends. While those 

14 DELIMON liked came and went as they pleased. 

15 28. In October and November 2018, there were several team meetings where 

16 DELIMON praised Lindsey, Jessica, and James. He stated in at least two of the meetings that 

17 Plaintiff need to work on getting more trials out despite the lack of trials actually going out was 

18 not within Plaintiffs control. 

19 29. On November 16, 2018, Plaintiff attempted to speak with KALOUSTIAN as he 

20 was DELIMON's boss, because at this point DELIMON's tone and daily comments to Plaintiff 

21 made it apparent that he did not like Plaintiff. Plaintiff text messaged KALOUSTIAN to meet 

22 with Plaintiff so she could discuss the communication and treatment issues Plaintiff was having 

23 with DELIMON. Instead of meeting with Plaintiff, she got an email response from 

24 KALOUSTIAN stating that Plaintiff had to meet with CATLETT later that afternoon. On 

25 November 16, 2018, at4:30 pm, Plaintiff had a scheduled meeting with CATLETT. Plaintiff 

26 went to CATLETT's office and ADA Elaina Bentley was also in there. Without any notice 

27 they both began telling Plaintiff that her probation would be extended due to needing to 

28 complete more trials and the fact that Plaintiff was moved to the Brady unit for the first three 
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1 months as a ODA. Plaintiff was taken aback and upset as Plaintiff had no warning of her 

2 probation being extended. The MOU stated that Plaintiff should receive notice if an extension 

3 of probation was needed, but her probation was extended during this meeting. Plaintiff believes 

4 that the reason given to extend her probation was pretextual and substantially motivated by her 

5 previous notice she intended to have children, that coupled with the fact that Plaintiff brought 

6 fo1ih her harassment concerns to management. 

7 30. During that meeting CATLETT said it looked like Plaintiff was afraid to go to 

8 trial because it had been a few months since Plaintiff did a trial. CATLETT then vvent on to 

9 state that Plaintiff needed to listen more to DELIMON and that he would be going with 

10 Plaintiff to court at the start of all her upcoming trials to watch Plaintiff and make sure that her 

11 cases did not resolve without going to trial. This was after Plaintiff met with CATLETT 

12 regarding how DELIMON was treating Plaintiff poorly compared to others. 

13 31. At this point Plaintiff had completed ten (10) trials while on probation. 

14 DELIMON and CATLETT passed DOA Olson probation after she completed nine (9) trials. 

15 DELIMON also got Lindsey and James promoted to felonies, both DDAs had less trials than 

16 Plaintiff had completed (9 trials for Lindsey and 7 trials for James.) This was one of the ways 

17 that sexual favoritism affected employees. DELIMON's favorites also received less cases for 

18 trial, factually stronger cases, and assistance with trial preparation whereas Plaintiff and Jane 

19 Doe I did not receive this assistance and were bombarded with more cases than anyone else on 

20 the team. The favoritism was also apparent as Lindsey, James, Jessica, Shabnum, and 

21 DELIMON were socializing and going away on trips frequently outside of work and making 

22 posts on social media. DELIMON was still the direct supervisor for all these DDAs while he 

23 socialized with them outside of work. 

24 32. During this meeting on November 16, 2018, Plaintiff let both CATLETT and 

25 ADA Bentley know that Plaintiff was 5 weeks pregnant. With this knowledge, CATLETT still 

26 directed Plaintiff to follow the directions she had given earlier in the meeting. 

27 33. At the end of November, beginning of December 2018, Plaintiff had DELIMON 

28 come with her to every trial department Plaintiff was sent to. Plaintiff was essentially being 
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1 watched the entire time. Plaintiff had to check in with DELIMON about every case and 

2 Plaintiff had to call him to court anytime Plaintiff made a substantial appearance on the record. 

3 DELIMON came to one of Plaintiffs trial cases and went back in chambers when the court 

4 requested counsel. The Judge questioned why a supervisor was in chambers as Plaintiff was a 

5 licensed prosecutor and could handle the case on her own. DELIMON told Plaintiff he wanted 

6 to \Vatch Plaintiff in chambers to make sure Plaintiff was fighting hard enough to object to the 

7 court. This was witnessed by defense attorney Paul Lin. 

8 34. In December 2018, one of Plaintiff's trial cases pied so DELIMON assigned 

9 Plaintiff a three-defendant case for trial; Plaintiff received the trial on Friday and was told to be 

10 ready for it that Monday, December 10, 2018. When DELIMON assigned it to Plaintiff, 

11 DELIMON said Plaintiff would likely lose the case but to go out on it anyways for the 

12 experience. DELIMON put tremendous stress on Plaintiff about completing the trial. 

13 DELIMON watched Plaintiff the entire trial and was text messaging Plaintiff about things she 

14 should argue and do. When Plaintiff did not do those things because Plaintiff did not see the 

15 text message, he reprimanded Plaintiff after that day's proceedings. The case ended with a not 

16 guilty verdict and DELIMON was giving Plaintiff negative comments for the entire trial. On 

17 top of this stress, Plaintiff was starting to become nauseous and was spotting blood due to her 

18 pregnancy. Plaintiff finished the trial on December 17, 20 I 8. 

19 35. In December 2018, the amount of stress that was put on Plaintiff during this 

20 time was drastic. Plaintiff had two anxiety attacks the first two weeks of December because 

21 DELIMON was constantly watching Plaintiff and putting pressure on her to be in court and in 

22 trial. The amount of pressure that was put on Plaintiff also caused the physical symptoms of the 

23 pregnancy to worsen. Plaintiff was consistently throwing up every morning and was nauseous 

24 throughout the day. Even during the trial, Plaintiff would throw up multiple times a day due to 

25 the stress and pregnancy. Plaintiff had lost over ten (10) pounds which was the opposite of 

26 what Plaintiff needed due to her pregnancy. Because of the pressure, Plaintiff did not take 

27 breaks from work and was under the stress of needing to prove herself in trial to keep her job 

28 versus not passing probation and losing her job. 
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36. During this period, several DDAs-aside from Breaux, and defense attorneys 

\Vitnessed what Plaintiff was being put through including: Jane Doe I, DOA Lisa Hauck, PD 

Patricia Mejia, PD Christine Juneau, VMB Heather Green, and VMB Paul Lin. 

37. On December 18, 2018, Plaintiff went to her OBGYN appointment to check on 

the progress of the pregnancy. At that point Plaintiff was around 10 weeks pregnant. When the 

Doctor did the ultrasound, the baby did not have a heartbeat and the pregnancy was no longer 

viable. The doctor stated that the baby was measuring around 7 weeks and likely stopped 

growing then. Plaintiffs body was not able to miscaiTy on its own, Plaintiff had to go into the 

doctor's office on December 19, 2018, to take medicine that would cause Plaintiff to miscarry 

the pregnancy. The miscarriage itself was a terrible experience emotionally and physically as 

the medicine induced labor like pain and severe bleeding. During the miscarriage Plaintiff was 

severally weakened from the loss of blood, Plaintiff was violently vomiting due to the 

medication the entire first night, and Plaintiff had severe cramping to the point where she was 

curled up on the floor of the bathroom. The cramping and bleeding lasted for several weeks. It 

was extremely painful for the first three days due to the contractions Plaintiff was 

experiencing. Plaintiff also had the mental toll of knowing she lost her first pregnancy due to 

the stress caused by the harassment at work. Knowing she would never be able to hold that 

child was anguishing and still is. It also caused Plaintiff to have severe anxiety during her 

subsequent pregnancy because Plaintiff was constantly worried that she could lose that one 

also. Plaintiff is informed and believes that the stress and anxiety caused by the hostile and 

harassing environment at the RCDA Office was a substantial factor in the loss of her 

pregnancy. 

38. Plaintiff let Breaux and CATLETT know that she had to have a medically 

induced miscarriage and gave the doctor's note to CATLETT. Plaintiff did not discuss the 

matter with anyone else. While Plaintiff was off work for three days, DELIMON made the 

comment to Breaux that Plaintiff was just being lazy and wanted vacation time. 

39. At the end of December 2018, Plaintiff was rotated out of the misdemeanor unit 

that DELIMON was supervising and moved to the Domestic Violence Unit where Lead 
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Deputy District Attorney Daima Calhoun was the supervisor. Calhoun watched Plaintiff 

complete two trials back-to-back in February 2019 and recommended that Plaintiff pass 

probation. 

40. In January 2019, DELIMON got Lindsey promoted to felonies when she had 

less time in the office and less trials than Plaintiff. It also came to light that the two were dating 

in January 2019. Plaintiff believes that the relationship started well before then and McDowell 

was receiving preferential treatment due to the romantic relationship. 

41. On January 23, 2019, RCDDAA Union Representative Allison Roach reached 

out to several people, including Plaintiff to provide upper management with evaluations and 

recommendations about lead attorneys. Plaintiff and another DOA, Lisa Hauck, had a meeting 

with DOA Roach. They expressed several concerns about DELIMON and his treatment 

towards those he disfavored; ODA Roach was taking extensive notes during the meeting. 

During the meeting Plaintiff expressed the disparity in treatment and how DELIMON's 

favorites were given preferential treatment while they were being given last minute cases and 

had extreme pressure to handle these cases. Plaintiff also expressed that nothing appeared to be 

done by CATLETT or other members of upper management to address the vast problems 

Plaintiff and others were experiencing. 

4 2. In March 2019, Plaintiff passed probation. After Plaintiff passed probation, 

Lead Attorney Calhoun rotated out of the unit and new Managing Attorney was Scot Clark. In 

mid-May 2019, Plaintiff found out she was 5 weeks pregnant. Plaintiff discontinued taking the 

anti-depressant and anxiety medications due to her pregnancy and Plaintiff was also feeling 

emotionally and mentally better at this point with work as she was not being placed under the 

stress of DELIMON, KALOUSTIAN, and CATLETT. Plaintiff had all new supervisors at this 

point. 

4 3. In July 2019, Scot Clark rotated out of the unit and Plaintiffs new Managing 

Attorney was Jake Silva. July 2019, Plaintiff was hospitalized twice with severe morning 

sickness and dehydration. Chief Vicki Hightower made an informal agreement for Plaintiff to 

stait covering calendar, but Plaintiff had to still maintain her caseload and prepare any cases 
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1 for trial that would be handed off. Throughout her pregnancy. Plaintiff was extremely ill and 

2 went through the County HR Department to obtain an accommodation for work after Plaintiff 

3 was informed by Chief Hightower that the DA could not do an infmmal agreement and that 

4 Plaintiff had to have a doctor's note. Per her doctor's note, Plaintiff was not allowed to do trials 

5 or push or pull anything over 10 pounds, and Plaintiff had to have reasonable accommodations 

6 for rest breaks, bathroom breaks, and time to eat. Plaintiff was assigned to handle the calendar. 

7 The calendar DOA has to pull a bucket filled with case files that weighs over 10 pounds, and 

8 Plaintiff did not receive any breaks or assistance from management during this time. Plaintiff 

9 would have to ask the judge for a recess anytime she needed a break or ask other DDAs to 

10 assist her. 

11 44. In the summer 2019, Plaintiff was assigned to assist with DV filings and 

12 misdemeanor DV calendar. Plaintiff also responded to all felony and misdemeanor DV 

13 motions under 14 73. 7, 1016.5, and 851.8. D ELIM ON was demoted from Lead Attorney to 

14 Homicide because it was discovered that he was having a romantic relationship with his 

15 subordinate. DELIMON also recently resigned for supposedly showing up to a call out and was 

16 allegedly intoxicated. 

17 45. July 26, 2019, Plaintiff's father-in-law passed away unexpectedly. Plaintiff was 

18 able to take a few days of bereavement to help her spouse and family. Plaintiff still had her 

19 pregnancy accommodation as well. During this time Plaintiff had to find coverage for her 

20 calendar days and cases. Management did not assist but told Plaintiff to check with her fellow 

21 DDAs for coverage. Plaintiff went back to work on 7/29/19 due to her caseload and needing to 

22 prepare cases for trial hand offs. 

23 46. By September 2019, Plaintiffs feet and hands began to swell significantly due 

24 to pregnancy and stayed that way until Plaintiff gave birth. Plaintiff was still walking to and 

25 from court daily. When Plaintiff needed to set up case files for the calendar, Plaintiff had to 

26 have the comtroom deputy assist her with unloading the files. When the bucket was filled with 

27 files, Plaintiff had to track down a DDA who could assist Plaintiff with bringing it to court. 

28 From September 2019 until Plaintiff went on leave in December 2019, no manager ever came 
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1 to assist or relieve Plaintiff on calendar. The Judge (Judge Jacqueline Jackson) in Plaintiff's 

2 assigned department would let Plaintiff wear running shoes in court to help with the swelling 

3 of Plaintiff's feet and legs, and Judge Jackson would allow Plaintiff to request a recess when 

4 Plaintiff needed a bathroom break. Plaintiff had to ask the court for these breaks or track down 

5 another DDA when court was in session. Plaintiff also was throwing up daily during her entire 

6 pregnancy. 

7 4 7. In September 2019, the issues with DELIMON were brought forth again when 

8 Breaux had an interview for a promotion with Management which included Michael Hestrin 

9 and John Aki. During the interview, Michael Hestrin confronted Breaux about not coming 

10 forward directly to him about the issues with DELIMON and specifically told Breaux, "Why 

11 should you be promoted when you lacked courage to come forward and tell us what was 

12 happening with DELIMON?" Breaux did not receive a promotion following this interview. 

13 Throughout the entire DELIMON period Breaux and Plaintiff told at least four members of 

14 management about the hostile and harassing treatment they and other members of the team 

15 experienced with DELIMON. Yet the pervasive and hostile environment never changed. This 

16 caused extreme anxiety for Plaintiff knowing that management and the people in the charge of 

17 the office were attacking those that tried to correct the situation. Plaintiff and those who came 

18 forward were being punished by being denied promotions and having their probationary 

19 periods extended. This anxiety caused Plaintiff exacerbated Plaintiff's physical symptoms 

20 from her pregnancy. 

21 48. In October 2019, the misdemeanor DV calendar assignment was now being 

22 supervised by MDDA Jennifer Garcia. Plaintiff's CODA once again was KALOUSTIAN. 

23 Plaintiff went and spoke to Chief Hightower about her concerns with being supervised 

24 KALOUSTIAN again and how she had suffered a great deal of stress and a miscarriage from 

25 the work environment that KALOUSTIAN AND CATLETT allowed. Chief Hightower 

26 indicated that KALOUSTIAN would need to follow Plaintiff's accommodation and tried to 

27 reassure Plaintiff that it would not be an issue. Even with the change in management, Plaintiff 

28 was still having to walk to court daily, ask the court for bathroom breaks, and track down 
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1 DDAs to help Plaintiff when the bucket was full. Management would not assist Plaintiff with 

2 this despite her need for the accommodation due to her pregnancy. 

3 49. Plaintiff also had to put in a rotation request. Plaintiff requested a non-trial 

4 assignment when Plaintiff returned from leave, to accommodate Plaintiffs new family life. 

5 50. On November 22, 2019, Plaintiff received an email from KALOUSTIAN 

6 regarding MPU ODA movement. In that email he indicated that Plaintiff would need to move 

7 offices from the 8th floor to the 4th floor by December 16, 2019. Plaintiff met with 

8 KALOUSTIAN and MDDA Garcia that week to express concern about needing to move on 

9 December 16, 2019, as Plaintiffs last day of work was December 20, 2019, before her 

10 maternity leave was to start and Plaintiff was almost 8 months pregnant. Plaintiff had 

11 difficulty moving and lifting things at this point and still had her work accommodation through 

12 her doctor. 

13 During the meeting, KALOUSTIAN commented about Plaintiff wearing 

14 running shoes and how that did not look professional. Plaintiff explained that she had to wear 

15 them due to swelling of her legs and feet and that Judge Jackson allowed this. KALOUSTIAN 

16 just laughed it off. Plaintiff told KALOUSTIAN and Garcia that Plaintiff was concerned about 

17 moving and packing anything as Plaintiff was so far into her pregnancy. They both reassured 

18 Plaintiff that they would get other DDAs and supply team members to help the move. 

19 52. In December 2019, with no assistance from management or other DD As, 

20 Plaintiff began to pack up her office. This was a challenging task as it was hard for Plaintiff to 

21 bend over or lift things at this point. Plaintiff tried to not lift anything heavy, and Plaintiff had 

22 to reach out to the supply team and get approval for them to help move her boxes and mini 

23 fridge (the supply team typically does not help with this). The supply team assisted Plaintiff in 

24 moving items, management did not help coordinate this and Plaintiff also had packed her entire 

25 office by herself. 

26 53. On January 9, 2020, Plaintiff gave bi1th and was diagnosed in February with 

27 severe postpartum anxiety/depression and required medication and treatment to help with it. 

28 Plaintiffs Doctor stated that she was more prone to getting postpartum anxiety and depression 
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1 because she had previous issues with anxiety shortly before her pregnancy. 

2 54. In February 2020, Plaintiff received notification that she was promoted to 

3 general felonies when she returned from maternity leave. General felonies is a trial assignment 

4 that requires attorneys to be in com1 frequently and for long periods of time. This information 

5 concerned Plaintiff as she was a new mother and breastfeeding her child. Plaintiff was 

6 concerned about her ability to continue breastfeeding upon her return from leave. 

7 55. In April 2020, Plaintiff received emails while on disability pregnancy leave 

8 about her office being moved. 

9 56. On May 4th, 2020, Plaintiff returned from maternity leave. Plaintiffs Managing 

10 Attorney was Tony Fimbres. Plaintiff had a discussion with Fimbres on her first day back to 

11 work and the com1 was still shut down due to COVID. Fimbres understood that Plaintiff had a 

12 new baby at home and that Plaintiff was still breastfeeding her. Fimbres was going to try to 

13 limit the number of trial cases he would assign Plaintiff and wanted to make sure that he could 

14 accommodate Plaintiff's pumping schedule as much as possible when at work. Fimbres made 

15 sure to accommodate any breaks Plaintiff needed to pump when Plaintiff was at work and not 

16 telecommuting. Plaintiff also had a discretion memo for resolution of cases with Fimbres 

17 indicated that Plaintiff could resolve cases how Plaintiff saw fit that had a max exposure of 8 

18 years. Plaintiff also was assigned almost all the motion work for both felony prosecution teams 

19 in exchange for less trial cases. 

20 57. In July 2020, MDDA Tony Fimbres rotated out of the unit and Lead Attorney 

21 Lisa DIMARIA was assigned. Plaintiff advised DIMARIA of the caseload accommodation 

22 given by Fimbres, Plaintiff also expressed that she was still breastfeeding/pumping for her 

23 infant daughter, and that Plaintiff was taking additional FMLA baby bonding time in 

24 November 2020. 

25 58. Even after expressing the need for accommodations and workload assignments 

26 that \Vere provided by MDDA Fimbres which allowed Plaintiff to continue to care for and feed 

27 her infant daughter, DIMARIA has added and continued to add extra pressure and stress to 

28 Plaintiff's work environment like DELIMON. DIMARIA constantly stresses the importance of 
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how Plaintiff should go out to trial even in a pandemic. DIMARIA also lowered Plaintiffs 

discretion to 6 years exposure without reason. Beginning in July 2019 with the Lead Attorney 

DIMARIA as Plaintiffs supervisor, Plaintiff's anxiety and depression started to become worse. 

Plaintiff also noticed a severe decrease in her breastmilk production starting in July 2019. 

Plaintiff started to produce about half the breastmilk she was previously producing. 

59. In September 2020, Plaintiff was covering calendar more which made it 

difficult to accommodate any set pumping schedule. Plaintiff typically pumped at 7:30 a.m. 

before going to court, IO :30 a.m. when Plaintiff finish the morning court session, and I p.m. 

before Plaintiff would go back to court in the afternoon, and at 3 :30/4 p.m. With the calendar 

in September, Plaintiff was having to go from 7:50 a.m. to 12:10 p.m. with no pumping breaks. 

By the time Plaintiff would get back from court from covering calendar, Plaintiff's breasts 

would be engorged and would hurt because they were full from lack of pumping. During this 

time, DIMARIA never came to court to offer a break from calendar so that Plaintiff could 

pump, nor was Plaintiff ever able to take a break and pump in court as Plaintiff did not have 

the storage for milk if Plaintiff did pump in court. Plaintiff was not and still does not receive 

any backup coverage anytime Plaintiff is on calendar. This is still causing issues with 

Plaintiff's breasts becoming engorged and painful by the time Plaintiff can finish the morning 

session in court. 

60. On September 16, 2020, Plaintifhvas in court all morning for a preliminary 

hearing. Because the preliminary hearing went in the calendar department with Judge Magno, 

Plaintiff had to go around 4.5 hours between pumps, usually Plaintiff tries to go no longer than 

3 hours between pumps. As it got closer to 12 p.m., Plaintiff started having an immense 

burning pain on her left breast and both of her breasts were engorged. Plaintiff went back to the 

office, pumped to try to relieve the pressure, and then asked DIMARIA to work from home the 

rest of the day because Plaintiff knevv she was having a problem with her breasts. Later that 

afternoon, she noticed her left breast was red all over, painful to the touch, and she was running 

a fever. Plaintiff called her doctor to explain the issue, the doctor indicated that it was Mastitis, 

and sent Plaintiff a prescription. For the next three days, Plaintiff's breasts were severely 
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1 engorged, red, painful to touch. The primary ,vay to relieve the infection was to nurse and to 

2 take the antibiotics. Plaintiff got mastitis twice before when her child was first born because of 

3 not emptying her breasts effectively. This time Plaintiff got mastitis from an inability to empty 

4 her breasts and pump every three hours. 

5 61. Plaintiff continues to have difficulty pumping every three hours when she is on 

6 com1 calendar as she still does not receive backup coverage. Plaintiff is also having difficulty 

7 maintaining a pumping schedule as she is in a trial assignment \Vhich requires her to stay in 

8 comi until the preliminary hearings on her cases are complete. Plaintiff must go around 4.5 

9 hours between pumps anytime she is on calendar or conducting a preliminary hearing (which is 

10 at least once a week right now). Plaintiff continues to have pain and engorgement problems 

11 weekly. When Plaintiff does get the break to pump since it has so long between pumps, it is 

12 extremely painful. 

13 62. On August 4, 2020, the office sent out an officewide revised telecommute 

14 agreement where Plaintiff could work from home two to three days a week and telecommute 

15 the others due to COVID. Plaintiff was placed on the blue team that allows her to telecommute 

16 Mondays and Tuesdays and every other Friday so long as Plaintiff does not need to be in court. 

17 In August and September Plaintiff was able to telecommute Mondays and Tuesdays for the 

18 most part. Since September, the trial assignment had been getting overwhelmed with cases for 

19 preliminary hearing and trial, DIMARIA assigned Plaintiff cases for preliminary hearing that 

20 are almost ahvays on her telecommute days so Plaintiff cannot pump regularly and had to stay 

21 in com1 until her cases are done, instead of being able to nurse at home. Being scheduled to 

22 come in on Plaintiff's telecommute days is again causing Plaintiff to have issues with 

23 breastfeeding and pain from an inability to pump due to being in court for long periods of time. 

24 Plaintiff is informed and believes this act is another form of discrimination, harassment, and 

25 retaliation. 

26 63. September 29, 2020, Plaintiff met with DIMARIA in her office to see if she had 

27 more cases Plaintiff needed to take. DIMARIA told Plaintiff how she needed to get out to trial 

28 because management wonders if Plaintiff is afraid to go out to trial. Plaintiff began to get upset 
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1 and stat1ed to cry because this was the same situation and pressure Plaintiff dealt with when 

2 they extended her probation with DELIMON. DIMARIA told Plaintiff that she would not hold 

3 this conversation against Plaintiff because DIMARIA knew Plaintiff was emotional because 

4 she was hormonal and still breastfeeding. DIMARIA has since made several sly comments 

5 about Plaintiffs responses being linked to her being hormonal and breastfeeding. Plaintiff has 

6 witnesses firsthand, several DDAs have come back from maternity leave and received non-trial 

7 assignments to accommodate their nursing and postpartum needs, these DDAs include Sandra 

8 Kim, Meghan MacDonald, and Erica Mulhere, but Plaintiff was being pressured to do trials by 

9 DIMARIA. Plaintiff believes the preferential treatment to other female DAs is due to seniority 

10 and their more established careers with the office, rather than the office adhering to state and 

11 federal guidelines. Plaintiff also believes she is being targeted due to her previous complaints. 

12 64. On October 6, 2020, DIMARIA called Plaintiff at 9:45 a.m., to check on 

13 Plaintiff because she was concerned about Plaintiff since she had not spoken with Plaintiff in a 

14 few days. Plaintiff told her that she had been diving into work and '.vorking on her cases. 

15 DIMARIA again said she would not hold it against Plaintiff that Plaintiff was emotional with 

16 her. 

17 65. On October 22, 2020, DIMARIA responded to an email in which Plaintiff 

18 advised her that a case DIMARIA assigned to Plaintiff for preliminary was going to be handled 

19 by an SPS/elder abuse prosecutor now. DIMARIA emailed Plaintiff back in a disparaging 

20 manner and implied that Plaintiff was wrong for giving up a "great" case. This email was sent 

21 after work hours and left Plaintiff upset because ofDIMARIA's tone. 

22 66. Since DIMARIA become the Lead Attorney in July 2020 for Plaintift: 

23 DIMARIA has confronted Plaintiff about needing to do trials during the pandemic, called 

24 Plaintiff hormonal multiple times, caused significant stress and anxiety so much so that 

25 Plaintiff has had two panic attacks from her meetings/email exchanges with DIMARIA. This 

26 stress has also significantly decreased Plaintiffs milk supply. Plaintiff was able to produce 24 

27 ounces a day when she first began working again in May 2020. Since DIMARIA became 

28 Plaintiff's boss in July and the ,vay she is treating Plaintiff, Plaintiff now only produces at most 
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1 12 ounces a day while at work. Plaintiff has seen firsthand the difference in treatment of her 

2 versus other DDAs supervised by DIMARIA. Plaintiff has the highest felony caseload amongst 

3 her peers and Plaintiff is almost in court daily and for long periods because she is assigned 

4 preliminary hearings scheduled daily. Plaintiff is the only person amongst her peers that is 

5 breastfeeding and needing to pump to feed her infant daughter. Plaintiffs work environment 

6 can be characterized by a pervasive favoritism for those without children and hostility towards 

7 new mothers and those that need to care for their children. 

8 67. On November 2-15, 2020, Plaintiff took FMLA baby bonding time which had 

9 been previously arranged. Plaintiff received text messages and emails from DIMARIA 

1 0 regarding calendar coverage while Plaintiff was on leave and what happened with coverage. 

11 DIMARIA's tone was accusatory in the emails and questioning why Plaintiff did not ensure 

12 that the calendar was covered. 

13 68. On November 18, 2020, Plaintiff had her employee development meeting with 

14 DIMARIA. DIMARIA indicated she reviewed a few closed cases that Plaintiff pled to prison. 

15 DIMARIA expressed how she did not agree with Plaintiffs plea as it was below her offer. 

16 Plaintiff explained that it was within her discretion to plead them to prison the way Plaintiff did 

17 and that Plaintiff spoke with TTL Chris Cook, and he agreed with the disposition. DIMARIA 

18 told Plaintiff that neither Plaintiff nor TTL Cook were allowed to undercut her offers even 

19 when they were within Plaintiffs discretion to do so. 

20 69. In November 2020, DELIMON left the office being placed on administrative 

21 leave after he showed up to a homicide call out while supposedly intoxicated. 

22 70. On December 3, 2020, Plaintiff had two preliminary hearings scheduled in 

23 department 41. Judge Magno would be hearing Plaintiff preliminary hearings in his calendar 

24 depatiment. While waiting for her case to be called call, DELIMON walked into court as he is 

25 now on the Conflict Defense Panel. He was handling a case and remained in the courtroom. 

26 Plaintiff's anxiety became severe, and Plaintiff almost suffered panic attack in court because 

27 Plaintiff was about to start a preliminary hearing and DELIMON being in court made Plaintiff 

28 feel as though he was going to watch and critic Plaintiff like he did when he was her 
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supervisor. It was a very real moment of PTSD for Plaintiff. The public defender, Magdelina 

Cohen noticed a difference in Plaintiffs demeanor and could tell Plaintiff was struggling to be 

in court. Ms. Cohen told Plaintiff she would let Plaintiff know when the judge called Plaintiffs 

cases and told Plaintiff to wait outside the courtroom so that Plaintiff did not have to deal with 

the situation at hand. 

71. On December 4, 2020, Jennifer Halim, Ceciah Lucero, and Veronica Mittino all 

passed probation with no extension even though they had less trials than Plaintiff-all three 

had less than IO trials while Plaintiffs probation was extended even after completing 10 trials. 

72. On December 9, 2020, Plaintiff had an employee development meeting with 

CDDA Brandon Smith via teams. Plaintiff explained to him all the issue she had been having 

with DIMARIA in regard to not being allowed to resolve cases within her discretion, how she 

continued to text and email Plaintiff while out on FMLA, DIMARIA's demeaning/derogatory 

tone with Plaintiff in group messages, DIMARIA's comment about how Plaintiff cannot go to 

a TTL to undercut her offers, and DIMARIA's comments about Plaintiff being hormonal 

because Plaintiff is still breastfeeding. CDDA Smith indicated he is taking all this into account 

and had to speak with other DDAs about DIMARIA. He said if it is a personality vs. 

personality conflict there is not much that can be done, but if there is a consensus amongst 

DDAs about DIMARIA he will work to fix it. 

73. 

74. 

On or about December 28, 2020, Plaintiff filed a claim with the COUNTY. 

On January 7, 2021, Plaintiff received an email from Chief Smith regarding 

21 wanting to meet with me via teams at I 0:30 a.m. CDDA Smith sent Plaintiff an invite request 

22 stating it was a "Follow Up Meeting with" Plaintiff. Plaintiff logged into the meeting on teams 

23 at l 0:28 and CODA John Henry appeared on it before CODA Smith. CODA Smith then joined 

24 in. CODA Smith stated CODA Henry was in the meeting for the administrative side of it to 

25 make sure that Plaintiff knew everything Plaintiff needed to about her rights. CODA Smith 

26 stated that based on the comments and allegations Plaintiff told him in their last meeting that 

27 effective immediately DIMARIA was no longer Plaintifr s direct supervisor, and that Plaintiff 

28 would go to CODA Smith for everything that DIMARIA would do. He stated that Plaintiff 
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would still be a part of the unit and could go to TTL Cook. He also said that DIMARIA would 

still oversee assigning cases as she would be overseeing the unit Plaintiff was in, but that 

Plaintiff did not need to report to her. He asked how Plaintiff felt about that and Plaintiff said 

that Plaintiff just been limiting her interactions with DIMARIA and still trying to be 

professional and respectful. CODA Smith stated that they vvould be opening up a C-25 

investigation into the allegations. Plaintiff told him about DIMARIA's remarks, and that 

Plaintiff and others would be interviewed to make sure that it is not a hostile work environment 

or how they can fix it if it was. CODA Herny stated that Lisa Pina (HR head) would be 

emailing Plaintiff about ADA and FEHA paperwork so Plaintiff would know her rights and 

can take whatever action her and her doctor deem appropriate. CODA Smith asked if there was 

anything he needed to know since he was Plaintiff's direct supervisor now. Plaintiff told him 

that she was still breastfeeding her daughter. He and CODA Henry stated they ·will not ask 

Plaintiff about that but to come to him if Plaintiff need anything out of respect for Plaintiff's 

privacy. The meeting lasted about 10 min. DA HR Administrative Deputy Lisa Pina emailed 

Plaintiff stating that DA HR became aware of a recent claim Plaintiff filed and that elements of 

the claim may make Plaintiff entitled to FMLA/CFRA; ADA/FEHA; and Worker's 

compensation. Ms. Pina provided links about how to file a claim and guidelines pertaining to 

each of these. 

75. Sometime in January 2021 Plaintiff Spoke with DOA Allison Roach (a former 

union representative) about the filing of Plaintiff's claim with the county. DOA Roach 

commended Plaintiff's bravery and was upset that nothing appeared to be done regarding 

following the law protecting breastfeeding mothers. ODA Roach stated that when she was 

nursing several years ago, she made the office implement mandatory breastfeeding training for 

managers to inform them of the rights that mothers have. ODA Roach was sympathetic about 

the stress the office has put Plaintiff under and understood because she too was being placed 

under similar stress for merely trying to be ethical and do her job. 

76. In January 2021, Plaintiff also had an employee development meeting with 

CODA Smith since he was now Plaintiff's direct supervisor. They discussed cases that Plaintiff 
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had coming up and Plaintiff advised Smith that Plaintiff has been able to pump for the most 

part without issues unless Plaintiff had to be in court all morning for cases. Plaintiff did let him 

know that she did tend to have difficulties pumping ,vhen Plaintiff has multiple hearings or 

long cause cases set. At this point even though he v,ms Plaintiffs direct supervisor and Plaintiff 

no longer reported to DIMARIA, DIMARIA was still assigning all of Plaintiffs cases. Plaintiff 

was receiving multiple cases that ,vere all set for preliminary the same day. Plaintiff let him 

know that her case assignments for February and March meant Plaintiff would be doing a lot of 

preliminary hearings disrupting her ability to pump. No steps were taken to accommodate 

Plaintiff. 

77. On January 26, 2021, Plaintiff was in court all morning and completed 4 

preliminary hearings for defendant Peter Milosavljevic. This defendant had 8 open felony cases 

and DIMARIA assigned all these hearings to Plaintiff. Plaintifhvas able to complete 4 prelims 

within 2 hours but was still in comt from 8 a.m. to 12 p.m. By the time Plaintiff got back to the 

office, her breasts were in pain and engorged from needing to pump. 

78. In February 2021, Plaintiff was reassigned, and MDDA Jennifer Chang became 

her direct supervisor. On February 4, 2021, Plaintiff had an employee development meeting 

with MDDA Chang over teleconference system. During the meeting they discussed 

expectations she had, cases Plaintiff had, and any concerns Plaintiff may have. During the 

meeting Plaintiff advised Chang that she was still breastfeeding, and that Plaintiff needed to 

take breaks at work to pump. Chang stated she understood and said let her kno,v if Plaintiff 

need help getting breaks to pump. 

79. On February 17, 2021, Plaintiff had an interview with the investigator hired by 

the COUNTY to investigate her complaint. The investigator told her that investigation would 

be concluded in 8 to l O weeks. As of the filing of this complaint the investigation has not been 

concluded. Plaintiff is informed and believes that the COUNTY has delayed to conclusion of 

the investigation in order not to substantiate Plaintiffs complaints. 

80. On February 18, 2021, Plaintiff conducted a preliminary hearing in a case. 

Plaintiff spoke extensively before to CODA Smith as this case will likely turn into a murder. 
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1 Judge Magno kept the hearing in his department even though the case was a long cause hearing 

2 that would take all morning. Plaintiff pumped prior to leaving for court at around 7:30 a.m. 

3 Plaintiff began the prelim around 9 a.m. and got through the first of three witnesses around 

4 9:25 p.m. Because the courtroom is still a calendar comtroom, Plaintiff was in court all 

5 morning as the Judge was calling cases between Plaintiffs hearing. At I I :27 a.m., the prelim 

6 resumed with Plaintiffs second of three witnesses. Plaintiff was not able to leave to pump at 

7 all that morning. By the time Plaintiff got back to the office it was a little after I 2 p.m. and 

8 Plaintiff had to get a COVID vaccine at the Riverside Convention center location. Plaintiff 

9 went and got the vaccine and still had to wait 15 minutes to make sure Plaintiff had no 

10 reaction. At this point, Plaintiff had severe pain in her breasts because she needed to pump. 

11 Plaintiff would not have time to go back to the office and pump after her vaccine because she 

12 needed to go back to court to finish the hearing. Plaintiff was forced to sit in the corner of the 

13 vaccine parking lot, cover herself, and pump in public. 

14 81. The pain during this pump session was terrible as it was about 5 hours bet\veen 

15 pumps. Plaintiff also produced substantially less milk then usually. Typically, Plaintiff would 

16 get around 5 ounces total on her mid-day pump but only got about 1.5 ounces total. After 

17 Plaintiff finished her vaccine wait and pumping, Plaintiff dropped the milk off in her office and 

18 went straight to court. Plaintiff did not finish the prelim until after 2:30 p.m. MDDA Chang 

19 knew Plaintiff was in comt all day and was sympathetic to the fact that Plaintiff had difficulty 

20 being able to pump that day. She told Plaintiff to go home once Plaintiff completed the 

21 hearing. The next day Plaintiff discovered she had a clogged milk duct in her right breast. 

22 Plaintiff had tenderness and pain all day when she went to feed her daughter 

23 82. On or about February 23, 2021, Plaintiff discovered that DELIMON was now a 

24 defense counsel on a case she was assigned. Plaintiff spoke with MDDA Chang requesting to 

25 be reassigned to another case. Plaintiff told Chang the reason why she does not want to be in 

26 the same room as DELIMON, how he put Plaintiff through a very difficult time, the added 

27 stress he and the office placed on Plaintiff caused her miscarriage, and how he made comments 

28 about Plaintiffs sister's death. Plaintiff still has anxiety attacks when around DELIMON. 
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1 Plaintiff was crying on the phone with Chang. She was very receptive and said give the case 

2 back for reassignment, Plaintiff does not need to have cases with DELIMON, and she said she 

3 would help Plaintiff anyway she could even if that meant another assignment in the office. 

4 Plaintiff is informed and believes that the COUNTY has perpetuated the harassment 

5 experience by Plaintiff by failing to appropriately discipline DELJMON for his various 

6 misconduct and harassment, the COUNTY still allows him to continue to practice law as a 

7 conflicts defense county attorney and still be in contact with Plaintiff. 

8 83. On March 14, 2021, Plaintiff had an employee development meeting with 

9 MDDA Chang. Plaintiff expressed to her that Plaintiff only has difficulties when she has 

10 multiple hearings confirmed on one day, not because Plaintiff cannot handle the hearings, but 

11 because Plaintiff has difficulty pumping. Chang expressed that she would try to help Plaintiff 

12 with that by trying not to stack so many prelims on Plaintiffs team and trying to get the 

13 misdemeanor attorneys to take some hearings. So far this has helped some, but Plaintiff is still 

14 getting days where she will need to be in court all day as there are several hearings set. 

15 84. On March 16, 2021, Plaintiff was in court all day conducting two preliminary 

16 hearings on Gilbert Hernandez cases. Again, Judge Magno kept the hearings in his calendar 

17 department and Plaintiff did not conclude the matters until almost 3 :30 p.m. because Judge 

18 Magno split the defendant's hearings up. This caused issues with Plaintiffs pumping schedule 

19 particularly by the time Plaintiff was finished in court. It was almost 5 hours before Plaintiff 

20 could pump again and having someone cover the second prelim was not an option since it was 

21 Plaintiffs assigned case. When Plaintiff finally returned to the office and could pump, her milk 

22 production was severally reduced from about 5 oz, to just over one ounce. Additionally, 

23 Plaintiff had pain in both breasts and redness to her left breast. Plaintiff continued to pump and 

24 nurse through the pain in hopes of relieving the pressure/clog that seemed to develop. 

25 85. In April 2021, ODA Breaux told Plaintiff of issues she was now having with 

26 DIMARIA. Breaux indicated that she was having difficulty getting files from DIMARIA and 

27 that DIMARIA's dis-organization was having an impact on her job. During a team meeting 

28 that month, DIMARIA muted Breaux and made disparaging remarks. Breaux notified CODA 
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1 Smith. To this date, despite Plaintiff's complaints it does not appear that any training or 

2 additionally investigation was done to fix issues relating to DIMARIA as the RCDA office 

3 showed no disciplinary action or corrective procedures. 

4 86. Plaintiff spoke with MDDA Chang about the potential of coming back to work 

5 full time and not being allowed to telecommute. Plaintiff expressed to Chang that she had no 

6 problem coming into work and that Plaintiff rarely gets to telecommute full days. Plaintiff did 

7 again tell her that the problems she was having relating to finding time and locations for 

8 pumping with Plaintiff's cou1i appearances. Particularly on the days where Plaintiff has 

9 numerous hearings set. Chang said to continue to communicate with her if Plaintiff need 

10 assistance. Despite Plaintiff's communications the problem was still not satisfactorily 

11 addressed. 

12 87. On May 3, 202 I, Plaintiff communicated with the COUNTY paid investigator 

13 asking for a status on the investigation into Plaintiffs complaint. He replied that he has other 

14 projects with priority over Plaintiff's. He stated that he completed all initial intervie,vs on the 

15 investigation and just needed to schedule the subject interviews. He said there was one more 

16 investigation with priority over Plaintiff's. Plaintiff is informed and believes that the 

17 investigation was not properly conducted, and that the investigation was not a priority for the 

18 COUNTY, especially provided that the COUNTY investigator let Plaintiff know her case did 

19 not have priority. This belief is also in part based on Plaintiff conversations with witnesses that 

20 observed her treatment including defense attorneys Paul Lin and Patty Mejia who confirmed 

21 they have not been contacted by the investigator despite Plaintiff advising the investigator that 

22 they were witnesses. 

23 88. On May 10, 2021, Plaintiff spoke with MDDA Jenn Chang regarding 4 prelims 

24 Plaintiff had set for May 12. Chang said to let her know if Plaintiff need help getting a break 

25 during them. Although MDDA Chang stated she is receptive to helping Plaintiff, there has 

26 been no steps taken to assist in getting breaks to pump. Plaintiff has not received any relief 

27 from anyone in court. 

28 II 
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1 89. On May 24, 2021, CADA John Aki sent an office wide email indicating that 

2 KALOUSTIAN would now be reassigned to oversee the Office Internal Affairs which includes 

3 overseeing all complaints and C-25 investigations. Plaintiff is very concerned this change will 

4 result in a lack of thorough investigation or meaningful change for the office regarding training 

5 as KALOUSTIAN has made numerous comments and caused significant problems for 

6 Plaintiff. Plaintiff is informed and believes that KALOUSTIAN is being rewarded even though 

7 Plaintiff and other women have made repeated complaints about his management which were 

8 not taken seriously by the COUNTY. 

9 90. On June 3, 2021, Plaintiff had to cover the calendar for another DDA who was 

10 on vacation. Plaintiff was in court from 8 a.m.-12 p.m. By the time Plaintiff got back to the 

11 office, Plaintiff again had issues ,vith being engorged and pain in her breast. The pain subsided 

12 some once Plaintiff was able to pump. To date, no one has ever come to relieve Plaintiff when 

13 in court. Plaintiff has mentioned it numerous times to all her supervisors since being back from 

14 maternity leave in May 2020 about her need to be allowed to pump. The supervisors always 

15 say, "Of course," but Plaintiff does not ever get relief coverage while she is in court. 

16 91. June 4, 2021, Plaintiff awoke with a low-grade fever and redness on her left 

17 breast. Knowing that this was a clogged milk duct, and the potential start of mastitis Plaintiff 

18 began nursing around the clock and went home after her court appearance that morning so that 

19 Plaintiff could continue to nurse her daughter and take Tylenol for pain as needed. 

20 92. On August 26, 2021, Plaintiff was ordered to appear for a second interview 

21 relating to her complaint. This time, instead of the investigator alone asking questions like the 

22 previous interview, the investigator was accompanied by a member of management Will 

23 Robinson. Mr. Robinson and the investigator proceeded to cross examine Plaintiff, switching 

24 off asking questions, questioning Plaintiffs credibility, and attempting to undermine Plaintiffs 

25 testimony. Plaintiff broke down crying a multiple occasions and Plaintiff and her counsel 

26 repeatedly asked the investigator and Mr. Robinson not to treat Plaintiff as a hostile witness 

27 and treat her with respect. Those requests were no granted. During the interview Plaintiff 

28 informed the interviewer of the hostile work environment she continued to endure since the last 
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1 interview and how her requests for lactation accommodations were still not being granted. The 

2 interviewer blamed Plaintiff for not demanding accommodations sufficiently. After the hostile 

3 interview Plaintiff had a mental health crisis and was placed off work by her doctor. 

4 93. Plaintiff submitted her resignation due to the hostile work environment and lack 

5 of protection by her supervisor in the county effective September 10, 2021. 

6 ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

7 94. Plaintiff filed her claim with FEHA on or about January 5, 2021 and received 

8 her right to sue letter satisfying compliance with that statutory framework. See attached 

9 Exhibit "1" which is her FEHA claim and Exhibit "2" her right to sue, which are incorporated 

10 herein. Exhibits "l" and "2" have been redacted to protect Plaintiff's privacy. 

11 COMPLIANCE WITH THE GOVERNMENT TORT CLAIM ACT 

12 95. Plaintiff filed her governmental claim with the COUNTY on or about December 

13 22, 2020. Attached hereto as Exhibit "3" is a copy of her governmental claim, which is 

14 incorporated herein. Exhibit "3" has been redacted to protect Plaintiffs privacy. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

96. Plaintiff's claim was rejected on January 21, 2021. Attached hereto as Exhibit 

"4" is a copy of rejection of the claim, which is incorporated herein. Exhibit "4" has been 

redacted to protect Plaintiffs privacy. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Discrimination on the Basis of Sex in Violation of FEHA (Gov. Code§ 12940 et. sub.) 

(Against Defendant County of Riverside Only) 

97. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein, all of the allegations in 

paragraphs 1 through 96, inclusive of this complaint. 

98. Defendant is an employer pursuant to Gov. Code§ 12926(d) because it 

regularly employs five or more people. 

99. At all relevant times, Plaintiff was employed by Riverside County from, 

September 2015 to September 10, 2021, and thus qualifies as an employee pursuant to Gov. 

Code§ 12926(c). 

100. Gov. Code § 12940(a) protects employees against discrimination by an 

employer based upon sex. Gov. Code§ 12940 (i)(4)(C) defines sexual harassment to include 
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1 pregnancy, childbirth, or related medical condition. Gov. Code§ 12940 is a statute that 

2 subjects employers including government entities to liability for discrimination harassment 

3 hostile work environment and retaliation. 

4 101. Throughout Plaintiff's time employed by Riverside County, Plaintiff has been 

5 subjected to deliberate and intentional discrimination based on her sex. These actions violate 

6 Plaintiffs rights under the Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA). 

7 102. Defendant Riverside County discriminated against Plaintiff by subjecting her to 

8 repeated harassment without showing any corrective measures imposed, arbitrarily extended 

9 Plaintiff's probation, caused the loss of Plaintiff's first pregnancy, discriminated against 

10 Plaintiff for requiring an accommodation due to pregnancy complications and for taking 

11 maternity leave, and did not does not allow her to take lactation breaks causing her to develop 

12 medical problems. 

13 103. Throughout Plaintiff's employment with Riverside County, Plaintiff performed 

14 her duties in an exemplary manner and is well-respected by all. Additionally, Plaintiff has 

15 never received any forms of discipline or written reprimands in any way during her 

16 employment nor was the Plaintiffs work performance fairly evaluated. 

17 104. Plaintiff is informed and believes that the Riverside County District Attorney's 

18 Office has unwritten polices which either intentionally or as applied discriminate against 

19 female employees and hO\v people are treated and handled when it comes to leaves of 

20 absences, medical accommodations, lactation accommodations, and discipline. Alternatively, 

21 Plaintiff is informed and believes even if the Riverside County District Attorney's Office has a 

22 facially neutral policy, it has been applied in a manner which created a disparate impact on 

23 women and mothers in general and Plaintiff in particular. These policies harmed Plaintiff and 

24 other women and are continuing. 

25 105. The various unlawful actions taken by Riverside County against Plaintiff was 

26 based upon and constitutes unlawful sex discrimination in violation of her rights protected by 

27 the FEHA and, in particular, California Government Code § 12940(a). 

28 II 
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1 I 06. As a direct and proximate cause of the discrimination set forth above, Plaintiff 

2 suffered, and is continuing to suffer damages for, among other things, past and future economic 

3 losses, to be shown according to proof together with prejudgment interest, all in an amount as 

4 yet ascertained, but to be shown according to proof at the time of trial. 

5 107. As a proximate result of the wrongful acts of Defendants, Plaintiff has suffered 

6 and continues to suffer physical and emotional distress, humiliation, anguish, and 

7 embarrassment. Plaintiff is informed, and believes, and thereupon alleges, that she ,,,ill 

8 continue to experience said emotional suffering for a period in the future, not presently 

9 ascertainable, all in an amount subject to proof at the time of trial. 

10 108. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

11 Plaintiff is entitled to prejudgment interest pursuant to California Civil Code Section 3287 

12 and/or any other provision of law providing for prejudgment interest. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

l 09. Government Code § 12965{6) provides that a private plaintiff prevailing in an 

action brought under FEHA may be awarded his attorney's fees incurred in bringing and 

prosecuting this action. In such regards, Plaintiff has inctHTed and will continue to incur 

attorney's fees in the filing, prosecution, and maintenance of this action, as well as other 

litigation expenses and court costs. The exact amount of such attorney's fees, costs, and 

expenses is not presently known, but will be shown according to proof at the time of trial. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Failure to Prevent Discrimination and Harassment in Violation of FEHA 

(Gov. Code § 12940 et. sub.) 
(Against Defendant County of Riverside Only) 

1 I 0. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein, all of the allegations in 

23 paragraphs I through 109, inclusive of this complaint. 

24 111. Gov. Code § 12940(a) protects employees against discrimination by an 

25 employer based upon sex. Gov. Code§ 12940 (j)(4)(C) defines sexual harassment to include 

26 pregnancy, childbirth, or related medical condition. Gov. Code§ 12940 is a statute that 

27 subjects employers including government entities to liability for discrimination harassment 

28 hostile work environment and retaliation. 
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1 I 12. Defendant is an employer pursuant to Gov. Code 12926(d) because they 

2 regularly employ five or more persons. 

3 113. Plaintiff is infom1ed and believes that the Riverside County District Attorney's 

4 Office has unwritten polices which either intentionally or as applied discriminate against 

5 female employees and how people are treated and handled when it comes to leaves of 

6 absences, medical accommodations, lactation accommodations, and discipline. Defendant also 

7 has policy that prohibits and discourage filing of complaints. Alternatively, Plaintiff is 

8 informed and believes even if the Riverside County District Attorney's Office has a facially 

9 neutral policy, it has been applied in a manner which created a disparate impact on women and 

10 mothers in general and Plaintiff in particular. 

11 114. In her time of employment, Plaintiff has been subjected to discrimination and 

12 harassment based in part on her sex. This harassment took form of extending Plaintiff's 

13 probation without any basis, disrespecting language including accusing Plaintiff of being too 

14 emotional because she was pregnant, hostile treatment of Plaintiff by her supervisors, failure to 

15 provide Plaintiff with equal opportunity for effective coaching, subjecting Plaintiff to 

16 continued interaction with her harassers and subjecting Plaintiff to hostile interrogations for her 

17 complaints. 

18 115. Defendant has failed to take reasonable steps to prevent discrimination and 

19 harassment, including failing to enact polices to correct problems, conducting sham 

20 investigations whose sole purpose is to exonerate the accused. Multiple previous employees 

21 have complained and Defendant has taken no steps to c01rect the problem. Defendant failed to 

22 investigate despite knowledge of violation of the law and policies. Any proper investigation 

23 would have protected Plaintiff from retaliation, a hostile work environment and determined 

24 that her superiors violated laws and policies of the County. 

25 116. Defendant's failure to take reasonable steps is a substantial factor in Plaintiffs 

26 injuries. 

27 I 17. As a direct and proximate cause of the discrimination set forth above, Plaintiff 

28 suffered, and continues to suffer damages for, among other things, past and future economic 
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1 losses, to be shown according to proof together \Vith prejudgment interest, all in an amount as 

2 yet to be determined, but to be shown according to proof at the time of trial. 

3 I 18. As a proximate result of the \vrongful acts of Defendant, Plaintiff has suffered 

4 and continues to suffer emotional distress, humiliation, anguish, and embarrassment. Plaintiff 

5 is informed, and believes, and thereupon alleges, that she will continue to experience said 

6 emotional suffering for a period in the future, not presently ascertainable, all in an amount 

7 subject to proof at the time of trial. 

8 I 19. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

9 Plaintiff is entitled to prejudgment interest pursuant to California Civil Code Section 3287 

10 and/or any other provision of law providing for prejudgment interest. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

120. Government Code § I 2965(b) provides that a private plaintiff prevailing in an 

action brought under FEHA, may be awarded his attorney's fees incurred in bringing and 

prosecuting this action. In such regard, Plaintiff has incurred and will continue to incur 

attorney's fees in the filing, prosecution, and maintenance of this action, as well as, other 

litigation expenses and comt costs. The exact amount of such attorney's fees, costs, and 

expenses is not presently known, but will be shown according to proof at the time of trial. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Sexual Harassment and Hostile Work Environment in Violation of FEHA 

(Gov. Code § 12940 et. sub.) 
(Against all Defendants) 

121. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein, all of the allegations in 

21 paragraphs l through 120, inclusive of this complaint. 

22 122. Gov. Code§ 12940(a) protects employees against discrimination by an 

23 employer based upon sex. Gov. Code§ 12940 U)(4)(C) defines sexual harassment to include 

24 pregnancy, childbirth, or related medical condition. Gov. Code § 12940 is a statute that 

25 subjects employers including government entities to liability for discrimination harassment 

26 hostile work environment and retaliation. 

27 123. Plaintiff was and is subjected on a daily basis to harassment by Defendants, who 

28 have the authority to fire her or retaliate against Plaintiff, including taking away job duties and 
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1 unde1111ining her ability to perform her duties. Defendants constantly undermined her in the 

2 eyes of her peers, which became retaliation for her simply performing her job duties, having 

3 taken maternity leave, and needing lactation breaks. 

4 124. Plaintiff was and is forced to endure a work environment in which her superiors 

5 and coworkers personally subjected her to harassment which included undermining her 

6 position, isolating her from her coworkers, making disparaging remarks about new mothers not 

7 being capable to be ODA, demeaning and belittling her, applying subjective standards and 

8 disproportionally punishing those they disfavored, and blaming Plaintiff for actions outside of 

9 her control. Additionally, Defendants created an environment of pervasive sexual favoritism. 

10 Defendants' actions subject them to personal liability under Government Code§ 12940 G) (3) 

11 125. Specifically Defendant DELIMON: Denied Plaintiff training and assistance in 

12 order to lavish attention on his sexual conquests and male friends (i! 13); harassed Plaintiff for 

13 leaving at 4:45 despite the fact that Plaintiff arrived early and DELIMON allows his favorites 

14 to come and go whenever they please (i! 14); DELIMON also made disparaging remarks about 

15 Plaintiff (i! 15); DELI MON made demeaning comments to plaintiff and forced her to take 

16 cases to trial with minimal preparation or notice triggering Plaintiff to have a panic attack (,r 

17 20); Plaintiff began being subjected to demeaning treatment by DELIMON on a daily basis (ii 

18 21); Plaintiff saw other women being treated the same way (,r 22); DELIMON also consistently 

19 gave Plaintiff last minute trials with minimum preparation (i! 23); DELIMON either harassed 

20 Plaintiff or ignored her all the while giving preferential treatment to his sexual conquests or 

21 male employees preparation (,r 24, 25); DELIMON and KALUSTIAN humiliated Plaintiff in 

22 employee meetings, lied about Plaintiffs work, office behavior, and preparation (i! 27, 28); 

23 KALUSTIAN and CALLETT illegally extended Plaintiffs probation period for a pretextual 

24 reason that was not applied to other employees ('if29); this was based on lies by DELIMON 

25 (i!'if30, 31 ); DELIMON then began subjecting Plaintiff to extreme scrutiny and disrupting 

26 Plaintiffs performance at trial with micromanagement ('i!'i! 33, 34); this caused Plaintiff 

27 multiple panic attacks and affected her pregnancy (i!35); caused a miscarriage (i!37); 

28 DELIMON made comments that Plaintiff was lazy because she needed medical leavy (i!38); 
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1 DELJMON also gave promotions to women he was having a relationship and supervising 

2 (i!i!40, 44); DELIMON's lies continued to affect Plaintiff after he was dismissed from County 

3 (i!63). 

4 126. Specifically Defendant KALOUSTIAN: Protected DELIMON, prevented 

5 discipline of DELIMON, engaged in the same preferential treatment as DELIMON and refused 

6 to protect Plaintiff and other female employees preparation (ii 26); DELIMON and 

7 KALUSTIAN humiliated Plaintiff in employee meetings, lied about Plaintiffs work and office 

8 behavior preparation ('if 27, 28); KALUSTIAN refused to meet with Plaintiff or listen to her 

9 complaints and displayed clear animosity to Plaintiff (i129); KAL US TIAN and CALLETT 

10 illegally extended Plaintiffs probation period for a pretextual reason that was not applied to 

11 other employees (i!29); this was based on lies by DELIMON (i!i!30, 31); KALUSTIAN ordered 

12 Plaintiff to physically move her office despite Plaintiff being 8 months pregnant (i!i!50, 52); 

13 KALUSTIAN also criticized Plaintiff for wearing tennis shoes despite it being necessary for 

14 her pregnancy, he also laughed at her pregnancy issues (i!51 ). 

15 I 27. Specifically Defendant CATLETT: Ignored Plaintiffs complaint about 

16 harassment and allowed DELIMON treatment to continue unabated (ii 13); Plaintiff met with 

17 CALLETT and advised her of the daily demeaning treatment by DELIMON who promised 

18 Plaintiff there would be changes but did nothing (,r,r 22, 23); KALUSTIAN and CALLETT 

19 illegally extended Plaintiff's probation period for a pretextual reason that was not applied to 

20 other employees (i129); this was based on lies by DELIMON (ili130, 31). Defendants 

21 KALOUSTIAN and DELIMON could not have created the environment hostile to women in 

22 general and pregnant women in particular without the active assistance of Defendant 

23 CATLETT. 

24 128. Specifically Defendant DIMARIA: Failed to provide pregnancy 

25 accommodations despite previous supervisors accommodating Plaintiff (~~57, 58); DIMARIA 

26 also put pressure on Plaintiff to conduct trials despite COVID risks, and subjected Plain ti ff to 

27 additional stress causing a decrease in milk production ('1!58); DIMARIA consistently ignored 

28 Plaintiff's need for lactation break which caused Plaintiff infections (i!i159-61); DIMARIA 
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1 restricted Plaintiff from COVID accommodations endangering her health (i-162); when 

2 DIMARIA repeated lies by DELIMON and Plaintiff had an emotional response DEMARIA 

3 said that Plaintiff was hormonal because she was breastfeeding (i-163); she continued to make 

4 similar comments (i-164); and made other disparaging remarks which caused a further health 

5 problems and decrease in milk production (i-!i-164-67); DIMARIA assigned Plaintiffs workload 

6 as to make untenable and make her pumping breaks impossible (i-!i-176, 77, 80); this caused 

7 Plaintiff infections and inability to feed her daughter (i-!i-1 8 I, 84); DIMARIA made disparaging 

8 remarks about other female employees in meetings magnifying the culture of hostility towards 

9 women in the depmtment (i-185). 

1 Q 129. As a proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, Plaintiff suffered and will 

11 suffer physical, mental, and emotional injuries, pain, distress, suffering, anguish, fright, 

12 nervousness, grief, anxiety, won-y, shame, mortification, injured feelings, shock, humiliation 

13 and indignity, as well as other unpleasant physical, mental, and emotional reactions, damages 

14 to reputation, and other non-economic damages, in a sum to be ascertained according to proof. 

15 130. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

16 Plaintiff was required, and/or in the future may be required, to engage the services of health 

17 care providers, and incurred expenses for health care, services, supplies, medicines, health care 

18 appliances, modalities, and/or other related expenses in sum to be ascertained according to 

19 proof. 

20 131. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

21 Plaintiff suffered other incidental and consequential damages, in the amount according to 

22 proof. 

23 132. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

24 Plaintiff is entitled to prejudgment interest pursuant to California Civil Code Section 3287 

25 and/or any other provision oflaw providing for prejudgment interest. 

26 13 3. Government Code § l 2965(b) provides that a private plaintiff prevailing in an 

27 action brought under FEHA may be awarded attorney's fees incurred in bringing and 

28 prosecuting this action. In such regards, Plaintiff has incun-ed and will continue to incur 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

attorney's fees in the filing, prosecution, and maintenance of this action, as well as other 

litigation expenses and court costs. The exact amount of such attorney's fees, costs, and 

expenses is not presently known, but will be shown according to proof at the time of trial. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Whistleblower Retaliation in Violation of Labor Code § 1102.5 

(Against Defendant County of Riverside Only) 

134. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein, all of the allegations in 

7 paragraphs 1 through 133, inclusive of this complaint. 

8 135. The State of California also has a public policy to protect employees from being 

9 terminated in retaliation for reporting illegal activity or for refusing to participate in an activity 

10 that would result in a violation of state or federal statute or regulation. Labor Code § 1102.5. 

11 Labor Code § 1102.5 subjects employer including government entities to liability for 

12 retaliation against whistleblowers. 

13 136. Plaintiff spoke out against harassment and retaliation by lodging multiple 

14 complaints about the hostile and harassing environment she was subjected to and was told not 

15 to make complaints and rely on her harassers for assistance or be retaliated on in the extension 

16 of her probationary period and possible termination of employment. 

17 13 7. In retaliation, Plaintiff was subjected to a coordinated campaign led by her 

18 superiors to defame her character, demean the quality of her work and harass her. This was 

19 done in retaliation for Plaintiff complaining of illegal conduct discussed above. 

20 138. In retaliation for her complaints, Plaintiff has been subjected to an environment 

21 where she is not allotted the same lactation and medical accommodations that other mothers 

22 received. 

23 139. As a result of Plaintiff speaking up against the illegal practices and activities, 

24 Defendant has made her working conditions intolerable and caused significant medical 

25 problems including but not limited to the loss of Plaintiffs first pregnancy, severe medical 

26 complications during Plaintiffs second pregnancy, and numerous lactation issues including 

27 several infections. 

28 // 
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1 140. As a proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, Plaintiff suffered and will 

2 suffer physical, mental, and emotional injuries, pain, distress, suffering, anguish, fright, 

3 nervousness, grief, anxiety, vmrry, shame, mortification, injured feelings, shock, humiliation 

4 and indignity, as well as other unpleasant physical, mental, and emotional reactions, damages 

5 to reputation, and other non-economic damages, in a sum to be ascertained according to proof. 

6 141. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

7 Plaintiff was required, and/or in the future may be required, to engage the services of 

8 healthcare providers, and incur expenses for health care, services, supplies, medicines, 

9 healthcare appliances, modalities, and/or other related expenses in sum to be asce1iained 

10 according to proof. 

11 142. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

12 Plaintiff suffered other incidental and consequential damages, reinstatement and other 

13 damagers in the amount according to proof. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

143. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

Plaintiff is entitled to prejudgment interest pursuant to California Civil Code Section 3287 

and/or any other provision oflaw providing for prejudgment interest. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 

(Against Defendants DELIMON, CATLETT, DIMARIA, and KALOUSTL4i\0 

144. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein, all of the allegations in 

paragraphs l through 143, inclusive of this complaint. 

145. Defendant subjected Plaintiff to systemic harassment and discrimination. 

22 Plaintiff was subjected to a hostile work environment, retaliated, substantially harassed causing 

23 numerous medical issues including a miscarriage and lactation issues, and continues to face 

24 harassment and lack of accommodations nearly daily. 

25 146. Specifically Defendant DELIMON: Denied Plaintiff training and assistance in 

26 order to lavish attention on his sexual conquests and male friends(~ 13); harassed Plaintiff for 

27 leaving at 4:45 despite the fact that Plaintiff arrived early and DELIMON allows his favorites 

28 to come and go whenever they please(~ 14); DELIMON also made disparaging remarks about 
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1 Plaintiff (115); DELIMON made demeaning comments to plaintiff and forced her to take 

2 cases to trial ,vith minimal preparation or notice triggering Plaintiff to have a panic attack (1 

3 20); Plaintiff began being subjected to demeaning treatment by DELIMON on a daily basis (1 

4 21 ); Plaintiff saw other women being treated the same way (122); DELIMON also consistently 

5 gave Plaintiff last minute trials with minimum preparation (123); DELIMON either harassed 

6 Plaintiff or ignored her all the while giving preferential treatment to his sexual conquests or 

7 male employees preparation (,i 24, 25); DELIMON and KALUSTIAN humiliated Plaintiff in 

8 employee meetings, lied about Plaintiffs work, office behavior, and preparation (if 27, 28); 

9 KALUSTIAN and CALLETT illegally extended Plaintiffs probation period for a pretextual 

10 reason that was not applied to other employees (,r29); this was based on lies by DELIMON 

11 (,r,r30, 31); DELIMON then began subjecting Plaintiff to extreme scrutiny and disrupting 

12 Plaintiffs performance at trial with micromanagement (,r,r 33, 34); this caused Plaintiff 

13 multiple panic attacks and affected her pregnancy (,r35); caused a miscarriage (,r37); 

14 DELIMON made comments that Plaintiff was lazy because she needed medical leavy (138); 

15 DELIMON also gave promotions to women he ,vas having a relationship and supervising 

16 (,r140, 44); DELIMON's lies continued to affect Plaintiff after he was dismissed from County 

17 (,r63). 

18 14 7. Specifically Defendant KALOUSTIAN: Protected DELIMON, prevented 

19 discipline of DELIMON, engaged in the same preferential treatment as DELIMON and refused 

20 to protect Plaintiff and other female employees preparation (,r 26); DELIMON and 

21 KALUSTIAN humiliated Plaintiff in employee meetings, lied about Plaintiffs work and office 

22 behavior preparation (127, 28); KALUSTIAN refused to meet vvith Plaintiff or listen to her 

23 complaints and displayed clear animosity to Plaintiff (i!29); KALUSTIAN and CALLETT 

24 illegally extended Plaintiffs probation period for a pretextual reason that was not applied to 

25 other employees (129); this was based on lies by DELIMON (1130, 31); KALUSTIAN ordered 

26 Plaintiff to physically move her office despite Plaintiff being 8 months pregnant (9i;150, 52); 

27 KALUSTIAN also criticized Plaintiff for wearing tennis shoes despite it being necessary for 

28 her pregnancy, he also laughed at her pregnancy issues (~51 ). 
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1 148. Specifically Defendant CATLETT: Ignored Plaintiffs complaint about 

2 harassment and allowed DELI MON treatment to continue unabated (,r 13); Plaintiff met with 

3 CALLETT and advised her of the daily demeaning treatment by DELIMON who promised 

4 Plaintiff there would be changes but did nothing (,r,r 22, 23); KALUSTIAN and CALLETT 

5 illegally extended Plaintiffs probation period for a pretextual reason that was not applied to 

6 other employees (,r29); this was based on lies by DELIMON (,r,r30, 31). Defendants 

7 KALOUSTIAN and DELIMON could not have created the environment hostile to women in 

8 general and pregnant women in pmiicular without the active assistance of Defendant 

9 CATLETT. 

10 149. Specifically Defendant DIMARIA: Failed to provide pregnancy 

11 accommodations despite previous supervisors accommodating Plaintiff (,r,rs7, 58); DIMARIA 

12 also put pressure on Plaintiff to conduct trials despite COVID risks, and subjected Plaintiff to 

13 additional stress causing a decrease in milk production (,r58); DIMARIA consistently ignored 

14 Plaintiffs need for lactation break which caused Plaintiff infections (,r,r59-61); DIMARIA 

15 restricted Plaintiff from COVID accommodations endangering her health (,r62); when 

16 DIMARIA repeated lies by DELIMON and Plaintiff had an emotional response DEMARIA 

17 said that Plaintiff was hormonal because she was breastfeeding (,r63); she continued to make 

18 similar comments (,r64); and made other disparaging remarks which caused a fmiher health 

19 problems and decrease in milk production (,r,r64-67); DIMARIA assigned Plaintiffs workload 

20 as to make untenable and make her pumping breaks impossible (,r,r76, 77, 80); this caused 

21 Plaintiff infections and inability to feed her daughter (,r,r 81, 84); DIMARIA made disparaging 

22 remarks about other female employees in meetings magnifying the culture of hostility towards 

23 women in the department (,r85). 

24 150. Defendants' actions exceeded the scope of the normal course of the employer-

25 employee relationship, violated statutory protections and violated fundamental public policy 

26 against the treatment of women and mothers placing the injuries sustained by Plaintiff outside 

27 the scope of workers compensation. 

28 II 
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1 151. As a proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, Plaintiff suffered and will 

2 suffer physical, mental, and emotional injuries, pain, distress, suffering, anguish, fright, 

3 nervousness, grief, anxiety, worry, shame, mortification, injured feeling, shock, humiliation, 

4 and indignity, as well as other unpleasant physical, mental, and emotional reactions, damages 

5 to reputation, and other non-economic damages, in a sum to be asce11ained according to proof. 

6 These injuries included Plaintiff suffering a miscarriage, loss of lactation productivity, 

7 numerous infections, and having trauma related to encountering Defendants. 

8 152. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

9 Plaintiff was required, and/or in the future may be required, to engage the services of health 

10 care providers, and incur expenses for health care, services, supplies, medicines, health care 

11 appliances, modalities, and/or other related expenses in a sum to be ascertained according to 

12 proof. 

13 153. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

14 Plaintiff suffered other incidental, consequential and exemplary damages, in an amount 

15 according to proof. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

154. As a further proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, and each of them, 

Plaintiff is entitled to prejudgment interest pursuant to California Civil Code Section 3287 

and/or any other provision of law providing for prejudgment interest. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Declaratory Relief 

(Against Defendant County of Riverside Only) 

15 5. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein, all of the allegations in 

22 paragraphs I through 154, inclusive of this complaint. 

23 156. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Plaintiff and 

24 Defendants concerning the validity of the COUNTY's policy regarding the discrimination, 

25 hostile work environment, retaliation over protected activities, and accommodations for 

26 pregnant women and new mothers. 

27 157. Plaintiff seeks a declaration that Riverside County violated her rights and public 

28 policy by the actions of Defendants and that this case advanced a public policy and provided a 
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1 benefit to the public in exposing the illegal conduct and retaliation as alleged herein . 

2 158. Plaintiff also seeks a declaration that Riverside County policies as applied 

3 discriminate against female employees and shall not continue. 

4 PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

5 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment as to all causes of action as follows: 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1. For economic and non-economic general, special and compensatory damages 

according to proof; 

2. For prej udgment and post judgment interest on any lost or unpaid vvages, benefits, 

retirement, according to law; 

3. For reasonable attorney's fees and costs of suit incurred herein pursuant to Labor 

Code§ 1102.5, Government Code§ 12965(b) and 12653 (b), CCP § 1021.5 and 

any other relevant provision under California law for the claims provided herein 

which allow for attorneys' fees; 

4. For punitive damages against the individual Defendants; and 

5. For such other and further relief as the court may deem just and proper. 

17 Dated: March ·?i2 2022 WAGNER ZEMMING CHRISTENSEN, LLP 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DAN L MOUSSATCHE, Esq. 
DENNISE. WAGNER, Esq. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff, ALYSIA CHANDLER 
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SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

COMPLAINT OF EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION 
BEFORE THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 
Under the California Fair Employment and Housing Act 

(Gov. Code,§ 12900 et seq.) 

In the Matter of the Complaint of 
DFEH No. 202101-12248705 

Complainant, 

7 vs. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
4080 Lemon St., First Fl. 
Riverside, California 92502 

Lisa DiMaria 
3960 Orange St. 
Riverside, California 92501 

Sam Kahloustian 
3960 Orange St. 
Riversrde, California 92501 

Daniel Delimon 
3960 Orange St. 
Riverside, California 92501 

Kelli Catlett 
3960 Orange St. 
Riverside, California 92501 

Respondents 

1. Respondent County of Riverside is an employer COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE subject to suit 
under the California Fair Employment and Housing Act {FEHA) {Gov. Code,§ 12900 et seq.). 

22 2. Complainant is naming Lisa DiMaria as individual Co-Respondent(s}. 

23 Complainant is naming Sam Kahloustian as individual Co-Respondent(s). 

24 Complainant is naming Daniel Delimon as individual Co-Respondent(s). 

25 Complainant is naming Kelli Catlett as individual Co-Respondent(s). 

26 

27 11---------------~.,....-,.,..1_---=--c--c~-,--~~-=------------------j 
Compfaint-DFEH No. 202101-12248705 

28 
Date Filed: January 5, 2021 



1 3. Complainant resides in the City of Riverside, State of California. 

2 4. Complainant alleges that on or about January 5, 2021, respondent took the 

3 following adverse actions: 

4 Complainant was harassed because of complainant's disability (physical or mental), other, 
sexual harassment- hostile environment. 

5 
Complainant was discriminated against because of complainant's sex/gender, disability 

6 (physical or mental), other, sexual harassment- hostile environment and as a result of the 
discrimination was denied hire or promotion, reprimanded, denied any employment benefit 

7 or privilege, denied reasonable accommodation for a disability, denied accommodation for 
pregnancy, other. 

8 
Complainant experienced retaliation because complainant reported or resisted any form 

9 of discrimination or harassment, requested or used a pregnancy-disability-related 
accommodation and as a result was denied hire or promotion, reprimanded, denied 

10 accommodation for pregnancy, other, denied work opportunities or assignments. 

11 

12 Additional Complaint Details: 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

-2-
Complaint- DFEH No. 202101-12248705 

Date Filed: January 5, 2021 



1 VERIFICATION 

2 I, Dennis E. Wagner, am the Attorney in the above-entitled complaint. I have read 

3 the foregoing complaint and know the contents thereof. The matters alleged are 
based on information and belief, which I believe to be true. 

4 
On January 5, 2021, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 

5 California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Riverside, CA 

27 11---------------~~~-3----,--,-..,.....,..,-c-...,-,-~-c---------------1 
Complaint- DFEH No. 202101-12248705 

28 Date Filed: January 5, 2021 
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filhlE...QF CALIFORNIA I Business Consumer Services and Housing Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT & HOUSING 
2218 Kausen Drive, Suite 100 I Elk Grove I CA I 95758 
(800) 884- 1684 (Voice) I (800) 700-2320 (TTY) J Califomia's Relay Se,vice at 71 1 
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov I Email: contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov 

January 5, 2021 

c/o 1325 Spruce St., Suite 200 
Riverside, California 92507 

RE: Notice of Case Closure and Right to Sue 
DFEH Matter Number: 202101-12248705 
Right to Sue: - / County of Riverside et al. 

Dear 

GAVIN NEWSOM GOVERNOR 

KEVIN KISH. DIRECTOR 

This letter informs you that the above-referenced complaint filed with the Department of 
Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) has been closed effective January 5, 2021 
because an immediate Right to Sue notice was requested. 

This letter is also your Right to Sue notice. According to Government Code section 
12965, subdivision (b ), a civil action may be brought under the provisions of the Fair 
Employment and Housing Act against the person, employer, labor organization or 
employment agency named in the above-referenced complaint. The civil action must be 
filed within one year from the date of this letter. 

This matter may qualify for DFEH's Small Employer Family Leave Mediation pilot 
program. Under this program, established under Government Code section 12945.21, a 
small employer with 5 -19 employees, charged with violation of the California Family 
Rights Act, Government Code section 12945.2, has the right to participate in DFEH's 
free voluntary mediation service. Under this program both the employee requesting an 
immediate right to sue and the employer charged with the violation may request that all 
parties participate in DFEH's free voluntary mediation service. A request for mediation 
must be submitted to the DFEH within 30 days of receipt of the Notice of Case Closure 
and Right to Sue. If mediation is requested, the employee is prohibited from filing a civil 
action until mediation is complete. The employee's statute of limitations to file a civil 
action, including for all related claims not arising under section 12945.2, is tolled from 
DFEH's receipt of a mediation request under section 12945.21 until mediation is 
complete. To request DFEH Small Employer Family Leave Mediation, email 
DRDOnlinerequests@dfeh.ca.gov and include the DFEH matter number indicated on 
the Right to Sue notice. 

To obtain a federal Right to Sue notice, you must contact the U.S. Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) to file a complaint within 30 days of receipt of this 
DFEH Notice of Case Closure or within 300 days of the alleged discriminatory act, 
whichever is earlier. 

Sincerely, 
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE CLAIM FOR DAMAGES TO PERSON OR PROPERTY 
Off'ICE USE ONLY 

11§-mUCTIONS; 

~ .a;. I. Reill der.t tf>oroughly. 

i !\ ~ 2. Fil! OJt <:!aim as trmce!ed: attach addiflOl"lal informa6on if necassary. ,. This 0fii<:e needs lr.e ~ <:Omp!Qlad Claim foffl'I and clear lllildable copies 

... ,.i, ~"1' 
ofattachr.terib {ifany) if originals ant not available . 

4. nus claim fo;m must Ila s!gneo. 

OEU~QB U-S. UA/L TO: C1..EP.K OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
ATTN. CLAIMS DIVISION 
P.O. BOX 1147', 40110 LEMON ST, 191 FL. 

TIME STAUP HERE Rl'IERSIOe, CA 112!1~.2-1147 1~511 955-1080 
1. FU.I. wv.tE OF CI.Alt,IANT 8. WHYOC YOO CUIJ,.. •""' .,.,._,..., r IS RESPONSUSi:E7 

:,I<* See Attachment 
2. M.111..!M> ... ~QRE&S\"''""'"' "'" ~OX) 

c/o 13:lS S'pruce St., Suite 200 
CITY STAlc. Zlf'CODE 

Riverside CA 92507 
"40t.1C: TE!.f..;,HON:. I B..15~ TEU:i'HOIIE R. ,W,OSOf' AIIY""""' 11 r.1.11'1.0l'EES ~D T,iai ce.....,..,-,ENT.SJ IIWOl YED ltt 

r l r llC:1 , ~-~ •~AA 
1t1JURY OP. £>MeA:se !IF~ ee .'ittachment 

3. ~t15N [ljD DAASAG(; QR 1"-'URY [).;CUI\ !1"".£A51i: Bli:t,vv;;T) ''-""'E: I 11';,'AliTLIENT: 

See Attachment 
4. WHEREOIO ~'WI.GEOH IJ,lllJRY ....... u,., 1~ 'wlTlll!iS5SS'[011-'lrAAGI: o;.INJIJire Ll6T ALL "ER'"'-""' IW::I AODR="""SOF 

See Attachment ~ IQIWr.,ITO-•NFCRM,.~ See Attaclunent 
Sl!Ef C111 STATli: n>COOf - I PtQe 

S."-""'-'-;,,61:JNuc1;,,iViCJ¥rDM.IAGEOR--• ACu....,» 

See Attachment 
.'11'1"6 1=-**I.-. .. t.. ______ ._,. n .. 11..1~,. n- _. n .. :-- - - .... -- -- ADD'lESS 

submitted, Claimant requests her name be 
redacted from all responsive documents .,.,,.... I f'HONE 

--· .-.OCAeSS 

11. !.ISi' !)IMAGES IN£:a/lU!EO TO ')ATf: (Dia<,\ cap;.. d re=;,eo er IOpdr-} 

Om XI NO 
See Attachment 

6. WERE'. !'OUCE DR P...:l>MEOl.::S CALL.C01 

7. If F't!Y::!lQ/1.....,,.,.,.....uAL WAS VISITEO llUC: TO INJU'!Y. IOICLUD:5 OATE OF FIRST V•SIT 
AM:I HCi8PIT ,\l. 'S l'IAME. AOOR!:'SS AIIID i'Klffe Nllllli>ER: r 

D,t,Tf OF ,-s•<,n VISIT t":'\YSICW,5/li05PnAL "$NAIV!! 

See, Attachment 
l''IYSICIIWSltlOSPITA:.'S AOOfl!SS PHONE. 

w,.._~TQi!AIF TOTAi ~Tt!tJAJEP fflQSP;;Q'.!yf PAV+¥! 

Within the unlimited jurisdiction of the Superior Court 
I l s s 

THIS CLAIM MUST BE SIGNED TO BE VALIO. NOTE: PRESENrATTON OF A FALSE CLAIM IS A. FELONY( l'ENAL COOE SECTION 72J 

WARNING: 
► CLAJl\49 FOR DEATH, INJURY TO PE.°'$0N OP, TO PERSONAL PROPERTY MUsr SE ALEC NOT lAT'=..R THAN SIX I~ l.tONTHS AFTER lliE 

OCCO R:RfNCE. (GO\IEl'tt'IIIENT CODE S...."CTION 911.2) 

;,. l'.l.L OTH!;R Cl.AIMS !='OR D,1.MAGES L'iUST BE FILED NOT I.Are<R TttA,',I ONE (1) Y""'<:AR AFTER THE OCCURRENCE. (GOVERNMENT CODE SEC110!'/ 
:.-11.2; 

;:, SUSJECT TO CERTAII\ E".<CEPTIONS. YOU HA.VE ONl Y St'/. (6) MO.VTHS FROM Tl!E D,\i'E OF TI'!E \"JR.TIEii: NO.ICE OF RE.IECTlON OF YOUR CLAIM 
TO FILE A COlJRT ACTION. (GOVe~NMEITT COOE SECTION 9'I 

"' NOT GIVE'!, YOU HAVE T'N:l {2) VEAAS FROM ACCRUAL OF 'THE CAUSE OF ACTION TO FILE 
Ni145.6} 

/ DenrusE. Wagner,Esq. 

**In the event a Public Records Request is submitted, Claimant requests her name be 
redacted from all responsive documents 

CC300l21I03BGS REvl56!): 712<Jil'J•0 



FEHA / GOVERNMENT TORT CLAIM 

Claimant began working for County within District Attorney's Office as a volunteer law 
clerk in May 2014. Claimant continued working as a law clerk volunteer through 
September 2015. In September 2015, Claimant became a TAP (temporaiy employee) OA II 
in the administrative division in the District Attorney's Office. 

On December 5, 2016, Claimant was sworn in and began in the County as a Deputy District 
Attorney. In her first year of service, she was supervised by Mark Singerton and received 
good evaluations. 

On December 25, 2017, Claimant's sister unexpectedly died. Claimant took a week of 
bereavement and returned back to work after that week. 

In Januaiy 2018, a new Lead DDA (aka acting manager) Daniel Delimon was assigned to the 
misdemeanor unit as Claimant's supervisor. Trial Team Lead (TTL) was Courtney Breaux. 
The TTL helped with day to day operations, disposition of cases, and assisted DDAs with 
trial preparation. Daniel Delimon was dose friends with District Attorney Mike HestrtIL 
Daniel Delimon's boss was Sam Kahloustian (Kahloustian was an MDDA and has since been 
promoted to Chief Deputy district attorney). 

Claimant's work environment became characterized by a pervasive sexual favoritism and 
hostility to pregnant women, new mothers, and those that expressed a desire to have 
children and spend time with their families. 

Claimant completed 6 trials during the first six months of 2018. Delimon never came to 
watch her in any of these trials. During that time, he was forming a romantic relationship 
with one of claimant's co-workers and his subordinate, Lindsey M., and was close friends 
with James A and Shabnum A. All of whom he supervised and provided them with 
preferential treatment such as consistently going to lunch with them, providing them with 
less cases then those he did not favor, and assisting them more with all of their assignments 
verses others he supervised. He would frequently go to lunch with all three, play football in 
the hallway, allow them to come in late and leave early. Claimant brought these concerns to 
Chief Kelli Catlett, but nothing appeared to be done. 

Meanwhile, Claimant would get to work daily at 6:00am or earlier and leave around 
4:45pm. De!imon started telling Claimant that she needed to stay past 5pm even as a salary 
employee while his those DDAs he preferred could come and go as they pleased. 

There were days that were extremely hard emotionally for Claimant after the passing of 
her sister. There was one day where Claimant closed her door to work because she started 
to cry at something that reminded of her sister. Delimon asked TTL Courtney Breaux why 
Claimant was upset, and he said told TTL Breaux that claimant needed to get over the death 
of her sister because it had been a few months. 



Over the first several months of 2018, TTL Courtney Breaux assisted Claimant with trial 
preparation and watched Claimant complete several trials. No one ever spoke to Courtney 
about Claimant's trial performance and preparation. Nor did anyone ask Courtney her 
opinion as to Claimants work outside of trials in the day to day functions. 

ln July 2018, claimant had a monthly meeting with Delimon and then MDDA Sam 
Kah!oustian. Claimant was told to keep doing trials like she had been and that she needed 
to listen and apply the advice Delimon gave her. Based on Claimant's lack of involvement 
with Delimon, Claimant made more of an effort to discuss all of her trial cases with him. 
Delimon was rarely in his office and was always socializing with his favorites. At that time, 
Jane Doe I., was also a part of the same unit and experiencing similar treatment. 

Beginning in July 2018, Claimant attempted to take 8 cases out to trial over the course of 
four months. Claimant could not get any cases to go to trial as they either plead to the court 
or defendants failed to not appear. 

In the summer of 2018, Claimant's Doctor prescribed anxiety medication and an anti­
depressant to help Claimant cope with the stress of work Claimant had suffered several 
anxiety attacks in 2018 due to the work environment and stress being placed on her. 
Therefore, her doctor indicated that medication would be needed to help with this. 

On July 23, 2018, Delimon also got in a verbal altercation with Claimant when he tried to 
tell Claimant she bad to take a next day hand off competency trial. During this incident, 
Claimant told Delimon how Claimant did not feel comfortable taking this type of case last 
minute as Oaimant had never done a competency trial and had not spoken with any of the 
doctors who would be witnesses. Delimon raised his voice and said that Claimant would 
have the most knowledge of this type of case as he knows Claimant had argued motions in 
mental health court before. He spoke to Claimant in a very demeaning tone and told 
Claimant that she had no other option but to take the case. The way Delimon spoke to 
Claimant was upsetting. It was so upsetting that Claimant had a panic attack and had to 
take her prescribed anti-anxiety medication to help calm down. 

Claimant also spoke with another MDDA Jerry Fineman (He bas since been promoted to 
assistant deputy attorney), as he was helping give advice to Claimant and Courtney about 
how to handle the situation with Delimon wWch was becoming worse daily at this point. 
Claimant and Courtney spoke With Fineman several times throughout the summer and fall 
2018. Fineman told Claimant to try to speak with Delimon more and to just try to be 
receptive to advice he was giving. During the conversations, Fineman was aware of the 
demeaning treatment Delimon was subjecting Claimant. 

At end of October 2018, Claimant went to Chief Kelli Catlett's office to discuss the issues 
that Claimant was having with Delimon and the tension that Courtney Breaux had with 
Delimon. Claimant spoke with ChiefCatlettfor 30 minutes and she stated that she would 
handle the situation. Oaimant also meet with Chief Catlett a second time to express that 
things were not getting better as far as morale and treatment within the unit of those DD As 
that Delimon disfavored. Claiamnt also apprised Chief Catlett of Delimon's inappropriate 
conduct with her other co-workers Lindsey, James, and Shabnum. Chief Catlett again 
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reassured Claimant that she would handle the situation appropriately. At this point the 
preferential treatment was brought to management attention, but the only person Claimant 
could trust was Courtney Breaux, yet Courtney faced similar discrimination in regards to 
her workload, pressure, and the fact that no one could be trusted in management because 
nothing was being done about our concerns. Also, during this time, Claimant let the office 
know that she wanted to start a family soon. It was understood that by that Claimant meant 
she was planning to have children. 

Throughout October and November 2018, Claimant communicated with Chief Kem Catlett 
multiple times via text regarding the tension in the unit and needing to meet with her. 
Claimant met with Catlett twice in person in the month of October to discuss the way 
Delimon was favoring other DAs versus his treatment of Claimant. Claimant expressed to 
Catlett her concerns about how Delimon was speaking down to people including herself 
and Courtney Breaux, but Delimon was being overly friendly with the group of DAs 
Delimon liked. Claimant also told Catlett that D,-Jimon would also make Claimant cover last 
minute assignments and handed Claimant last minute jury trials and expected Claimant to 
be ready within a day or two. This happened on 3 cases in October 2018. Delimon also 
always requested that Claimant cover the calendar so that Lindsey and James could work 
on their cases. Catlett reassured Claimant that she would speak to Delimon and she would 
help Claimant and Courtney navigate how to deal with the situation. Claimant repeatedly 
told Catlett that Claimant was concerned about the favoritism and the way Delimon would 
treat Claimant different because Claimant would also listen to Courtney as her Trial Team 
leader. Catlett said that sh,- would work on "coaching" Delimon. Catlett also said that she 
would speak to Delimon about him constantly making Claimant take all the hand off trials. 
Aside from the two in person meetings Catlett also called and text messaged Claimant 
several times to discuss how to improve things and give updates as to what was occurring 
in the unit. 

Delimon's daily interaetion with Claimant was either passive where he would not even 
acknowledge her existence, or he would be rude and demeaning to make Claimant feel less 
than other DAs. Claimant would constantly see how he was nice to his favorite DAs 
including those he was having a sexual relationship ,vith and how Delimon would treat 
Claimant and Courtney like scum. 

There were two times in October 2018 that Delimon, James A., Lindsey M., Shabnum A., a:,d 
Jessica R. left work earlier and went to happy hour at the Mission Inn during work hours. 
( 4 pm) This opportunity was not extended to Claimant, Jane Doe l, Courtney Breaux, or 
anyone else on the team. 

Around October 2018 Delimon and Sam Kahloustian's preferential treatment of certain 
people was apparent. Anyone that Delimon liked was protected and spoke highly of. 
Delimon and Courtney Breaux were at odds because of how Delimon was running the team 
and how he was speaking to those he disliked, including Claimant. Delimon was pushing 
Claimant to take a trial out and dumping every handoff trial on Claimant or Jane Doe I. 
Claimant was forced to take 3 hand offs over a weeks' time. 
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Also, in October 2018, Claimant had an employee development meeting with Kahloustian 
and Delimon. During the meeting, Delimon told Claimant in front of Kaloustian that 
Claimant need to stay out of office politics, and don't talk about the prior position Claimant 
had as a TAP (temporary employee) with the administrative unit in the DA's office. Delimon 
told Claimant to keep her head down and work. He also told Claimant that she should not 
be leaving before 5 p.m. because it looked bad even though Claimant was coming into work 
at 6am every day and working weekends. While those De!imon liked came and went as 
they pleased. 

In October and November 2018, there were several team meetings where Delirnon praised 
Lindsey M., Jessica R., and James A. He stated in at least two of the meetings that Claimant 
need to work on getting more ttials out despite the lack of trials not being Claimant's fault. 

On November 16, 2018, Oaimant went to speak with Kahloustian as he was Delimon's boss, 
because at this point Delimon's tone and daily comments to Oaimant made it apparent that 
he did not like Claimant_ Claimant text messaged Kahloustian to meet with Claimant so she 
could discuss the communication and treatment issues Claimant was having with Delimon. 
Instead of meeting with Claimant, she got an email response from Kahloustian stating that 
Claimant had to meet with Chief Kelli Catlett later that afternoon. On November 16, 2018 at 
4:30 pm, Claimant had scheduled meeting with Chief Kelli Catlett Claimant went to 
Catlett's office and ADA Elaina Bentley was also in there. Without any notice they began 
telling Claimant that her probation would be extended due to needing to complete more 
trials and the fact that Claimant was moved to the Brady unit for the first three months as a 
DOA. Claimant was taken aback and upset as Claimant had no warning of this. The MOU 
stated that Claimant should receive notice if an extension of probation was needed, but her 
probation was extended during this meeting. Claimant believes that the reason given to 
extend her probation was pretextual and substantially motivated by her previous notice 
she intended to have chiidren. 

During that meeting Chief Catlett said it looked like Claimant was afraid to go to trial 
because it had been a few months since Claimant did a trial. Chief Catlett then went on to 
state that Claimant needed to listen more to Delimon and that he would be going with me 
to court at the start of all her upcoming trials to watch Claimant and make sure that her 
cases did not resolve without going to trial. This was after Claimant met with Chief Catlett 
regarding how Delimon was treating Claimant poorly compared to others. 

At this point Claimant had completed 10 trials while on probation. Delimon and Catlett 
passed DDA Niki Olson probation after she completed 9 trials. Delimon also got Lindsey M. 
and James A. promoted to felonies, both DDAs had less trials than Claimant had completed 
(9 trials for Lindsey M. and 7 trials for James A.) This was one of the ways that sexual 
favolitism affected employees. Delimon's favorites also received less cases for trial, 
factually stronger cases, and assistance with Ilia! preparation whereas Claimant and Jane 
Doe [ did not receive this assistance and were bombarded with more cases than anyone 
else on the team. Lindsey M., James A., Jessica R.., Shabnum A., and Delimon were 
socializing and going away on trips frequently outside of work and making posts on social 
medial. 
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During this meeting on November 16, 2018, Claimant let both Chief Catlett and ADA 
Bentley know that Claimant was S weeks pregnant. 

At the end of November, beginning of December 2018, Claimant had Delimon come with 
her to every trial department Clair:iant was sent to. Claimant was essentially being watched 
the entire time. Claimant had to check in with Delimon about every case and Claimant had 
to call him to court anytime Claimant made a substantial appearance on the record. 
Delimon came to one of Claimant's trial cases and went back in chambers when the court 
requested counsel. The Judge questioned why a supervisor was in Chambers as Claimant 
was a licensed prosecutor and could handle the case on her own. Delimon told Claimant he 
wanted to watch Claimant in chambers to make sure Claimant was fighting hard enough to 
object to the court. 

In December 2018, one of Claimant's trial cases pied so Delimon assigned Claimant a three­
defendant case for trial; Claimant received the trial on Friday and was told to be ready for it 
that Monday, December 10, 2018. When Delimon assigned it to Claimant, Delimon said 
Claimant would likely lose the case but to go out on it anyways for the experience. Delimon 
put tremendous stress on Claimant about completing the trial. Delimon watched Claimant 
the entire trial and was text messaging Claimant about things she should argue and do. 
When Claimant did not do those things because Claimant did not see the text message, he 
reprimanded Cla;mant after that day's proceedings. Claimant ended up getting a not guilty 
verdict and Delimon was giving Claimant negative comments the entire trial. On top of this 
stress, Claimant was starting to become nauseous and was spotting blood due to the 
pregnancy. Oaimant finished the trial on 12/17 /18. 

In December 2018, the amount of stress that was put on Claimant during this time was 
drastic. Claimant had two anxiety attacks the first two weeks of December because Delimon 
was constantly watching Claimant and putting pressure on her to constantly be in court in 
trial. The amount of pressure that was put on Oaimant also caused the physical symptoms 
of the pregnancy to worsen. Claimant was constantly throwing up every morning and was 
nauseous throughout the day. Even during the trial, Claimant would throw up multiple 
times a day due to the stress and pregnancy. Oaimant had lost over 10 pounds which was 
the opposite of what Claimant needed due to her pregnancy. Because of the pressure, 
Claimant did not take breaks from work and was constantly under the stress of needing to 
prove herself in trial to keep her job versus not passing probation and losing her job. 

During this period, several DDAs-aside from Courmey, and defense attorneys witnessed 
what Claimant was being put through including: Jane Doe[, DDA Lisa Hauck, DDA Zina 
Gorgeouplous, PD Patricia Mejia, PD Christine Juneau, VMB Heather Green, and VMB Paul 
Lin. 

On December 18, 2018, Claimant went to her OBGYN appointment to check on the progress 
of the pregnancy. At that point Claimant was around 10 weeks pregnant When the Doctor 
did the ultrasound, the baby did not have a heartbeat and the pregnancy was no longer 
viable. The doctor stated that the baby was measuring around 7 weeks and likely stopped 
growing then. Due to the time of the year and Claimant's body not being able to miscarry on 
its own, Claimant had to go into the doctor's office on December 19, 2018, to take medicine 
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that would cause claimantto miscarry the pregnancy.The miscarriage itself was a terrible 
experience emotionally and physically as the medicine induced labor like pain and severe 
bleeding. During the miscarriage Claimant was severally weakened from the loss of blood, 
Claimant was vomiting consistently due to the medication the entire first night, and 
Claimant had severe cramping to the point where she was curled up on the floor of the 
bathrooIIL The cramping and bleeding lasted for several weeks. It was extremely painful for 
the first three days due to the contractions Claimant was experiencing. Claimant also had 
the mental toll of knowing she lost her first pregnancy due to the stress caused by the 
harassment at work Knowing she would never be able to hold that child was anguishing 
and still is. It also caused Claimant to have severe anxiety during her subsequent pregnancy 
because Claimant was constantly worried that she could lose that one also. 

Claimant let Courtney Breaux and Chief Catlett know that she had to have a medically 
induced miscarriage and gave the doctor's note to Chief Catlett Claimant did not discuss 
the matter with anyone else. While Claimant was off work for three days, Delimon made the 
comment to Courtney Breaux that Claimant was just being lazy and wanted vacation time. 

At the end of December 2018, Claimant was rotated away out of the misdemeanor unit that 
Delimon was supervising and moved to the Domestic Violence Unit where Lead Deputy 
District Attorney Daima Calhoun was the supervisor. Calhoun watcl:ed Claimant complete 
two trials back to back and recommended that Claimant pass probation. 

In January 2019, Delimon got Lindsey M. promoted to felonies whe;i she had less time on 
and less trials than Claimant It also came to light that the two were dating in January 2019. 
Claimant believes that the relationship started before then and McDowell was receiving 
preferential treatment due to the relationship. 

On January 23, 2019 RCDDM Union Representative Allison Roach reached out to several 
people, including Claimant to provide upper management with evaluations and 
recommendations about lead attorneys. Claimant and another DA, Lisa Hauck, had a 
meeting with DA Roach. They expressed several of our concerns and Ms. Roach was taking 
extensive notes during the meeting. During the meeting they expressed the disparity in 
treatment and how Delimon's favorites were given preferential treatment while they were 
being given last minute cases and had extreme pressure to handle these cases. 

In March 2019, Claimant passed probation. After Claimant passed probation, Lead Attorney 
Calhoun rotated out of the unit and new Managing Attorney was Scott Clark Middle of May 
2019, Claimant found out she was 5 weeks pregnant. Claimant discontinued taking the 
anti-depressant and a!IX.iety medications due to her pregnancy and Claimant was also 
feeling emotionally and mentally better at this point with work as she was not being placed 
under the stress by Delimon, Kal:loustian, and Catlett. Claimant had all new supervisors at 
this point. 

In July 2019, Scott Clark was rotated out of the unit and Claimant's new Managing Attorney 
was Jake Silva. July 2019 Claimant was hospitalized twice with severe morning sickness 
and dehydration. Chief Vicki Hightower made an informal agreement for Claimant to start 
covering calendar, but Claimant had to still maintain her caseload and prep any cases for 
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trial that would be handed off. Throughout her pregnancy Claimant was extremely ill and 
went through the County HR Department to get an accommodation for work after Claimant 
was informed by Chief Hightower that the DA could not do an informal agreement and that 
Claimant had to have a doctor's note. Per her doctor's note, Claimant was not allowed to do 
trials or push or pull anything over 10 pounds, and Claimant had to have reasonable 
accommodations for rest breaks, bathroom breaks, and eating. Claimant was assigned to 
calendar. The calendar DA has to pull a bucket filled with case files that weighs over 10 
pounds, and Claimant did not get any breaks or assistance from management during this 
time. Claimant would have to ask the judge for a recess anytime she needed a break or ask 
other DAs to assist her. 

In the summer 2019, Claimant was assigned to assist with DV filings and misdemeanor DV 
calendar. Claimant also responded to all felony and misdemeanor DV motions under 
1473.7, 1016.5, and 851.8. Delimon was demoted from Lead Attorney to Homicide because 
it was discovered that he was having a romantic relationship with his subordinate. Delimon 
was also recently was forced to resign for showing up to a call out and was supposedly 
intoxicated. 

July 26, 2019, Oaimant's father-in-law passed away unexpectedly. Claimant was able to 
take a few days of bereavement to help her spouse and family. Claimant had to find 
coverage for her calendar days and cases. Management did not assist but told Claimant to 
check with her fellow DAs for coverage. Claimant went back to work on 7 /29/19 due to her 
caseload and needing to prepare cases for trial hand offs. 

By September 2019, Claimant's feet and hands began to swell significantly due to 
pregnancy and stayed that way until Claimant gave birth. Claimant was still walking to and 
from court daily. When Claimant needed to set up case files for calendar, Claimant had to 
have the courtroom deputy assist with unloading the files. When the bucket was filled with 
files, Claimant had to track down a DA who could assist Claimant with bringing it to court 
From September 2019 until Claimant went on leave in December 2019, no manager ever 
came to assist or relieve Claimant on calendar. The Judge Qudge jacq:Jeline Jackson) in 
Claimant's assigned department would let Claimant wear running shoes in co:Jrt to help 
w:ith the swelling of Claimant's feet and legs, and the Judge would allow Claimant to request 
a recess when Claimant needed a bathroom break. Claimant had to ask the court for these 
breaks or track down another DA when court was in session. Claimant also was throwing 
up on a daily basis during her entire pregnancy. 

In September 2019, the issues with Delimon were brought forth again when Courtney 
Breaux had an interview for a promotion with Management which included Michael 
Hestrin and John Aki. During the interview, Michael Hestrin co:ifronted Courtney about not 
coming forward directly to him about the issues with Delimon and specifically told 
Courtney, "Why should you be promoted when you lacked courage to come forward and 
tell us what was happening with Delimon?" Courtney did not receive a promotion 
following this interview. Throughout the entire Delimon time period Courmey and 
Claimant told at least four members of management about the hostile and harassing 
treatmentthey and other members of the team were by Delimon. Yet the pervasive and 
hostile environment never changed. This caused extreme anxiety for Claimant knowing 
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that management and the people in the charge of the office were attacking those that tried 
to correct the situation and claimant and those who came forward were being punished by 
being denied promotions. This anxiety caused Claimant exacerbated Claimant's physical 
symptoms from her pregnancy. 

In October 2019, tile misdemeanor DV calendar assignment was now being supervised by 
Managing Attorney Jennifer Garcia. Claimant's Chief once again was Sam Kahloustian. 
Claimant went and spoke to Chief Hig:itower about her concerns with being supervised 
Kahloustian again and how she had suffered a great deal of stress and a miscarriage from 
the work environment that Kahloustian and Catlett allowed. Chief Hightower indicated that 
Kahloustian would need to follow Claimant's accommodation and tried to reassure 
Claimant that it would not be an issue. Even with the change in management, Claimant was 
still having to walk to court daily, ask the court for bathroo□ breaks, and track down DAs 
to help Claimant when the bucket was full. Management would not assist Claimant with 
this. 

Claimant also had to put in a rotation request. Claimant requested a non-trial assignment 
when Claimant returned from leave, in order to accommodate Claimant's new family life. 

On November 22, 2019, Claimant received an email from Chief Kahloustian regarding MPU 
DDA movement In that email he indicated that Claimant would need to move offices from 
the 8th floor to the 4th floor by December 16, 2019. Claima:1t met with Kahloustian and 
MDDA Garcia that week to express concern about needing to move on 12/16/19 as 
Claimant's last day of work was 12/20/19 before her leave was to start and Claimant was 
almost 8 months pregnant. Claimant had difficulty moving and lifti:ig things at this point 
and still had her work accommodation through her doctor. 

During the meeting, one of Chief Kahloustian's first comments was about Claimant wearing 
running shoes and how that did not look professional. Claimant explained that she had to 
wear them due to swelling of her legs and feet and that Judge Jackson allowed this. 
Kahloustian just laughed it off. Claimant told Kahloustian and Garcia that Claimant was 
concerned about moving and packing anything as Claimant was so far into her pregnancy. 
They both reassured Claimant that they would get other DAs and supply team members to 
help the move. 

In December 2019, with no assistance from management or other DAs, Claimant began to 
pack up her office. This was a challenging task as it was hard for Claimant to bend over or 
lift things at this point Claimant tried to not lift anything heavy, and Claimant had to reach 
out to the supply team and get approval for them to help move her boxes and mini fridge 
(the supply team typically does not help with this). The supply team assisted Claimant in 
moving items, management did not help coordinate this and Claimant also had pack her 
entire office by herself 

On January 9, 2020 Claimant gave birth and was diagnosed in February with severe 
postpartum anxiety /depression and required medication and treatment to help with it 
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In February 2020, Claimant received notification that she was promoted to general felonies 
when she returned from maternity leave. General felonies is a trial assignment that 
requires attorneys to be in court frequently and for long periods of time. 

In April 2020, Claimant received emails while on disability pregnancy leave about her office 
being moved. 

On May 4"', 2020 Claimant returned from maternity leave. The Managing Attorney was 
Tony Fimbres. Claimant had a discussion with Fimbres on her first day back to work and 
the court was still shut down due to COVID. Fimbres understood that Claimant had a new 
baby at home and that Claimant was still breastfeeding her. Fimbres was going to try to 
limit the number of trial cases he would assign Claimant and wanted to make sure that he 
could accommodate the pumping schedule as much as possible when at work Fimbres 
made sure to accommodate any breaks Claimant needed to pump when Claimant was at 
work and not telecommuting. Claimant also had a discretion memo for resolution of cases 
with Fimbres indicated that Claimant could resolve cases how Claimant saw fit that had a 
max exposure of8 years. Claimant also was assigned almost all the motion work for both 
felony prosecution teams in exchange for less trial cases. 

In July 2020, Tony Fimbres rotated out of the unit and Lead Attorney Lisa DiMaria was 
assigned. Claimant advised DiMaria of the caseload accommodation Claimant was given by 
Fimbres, Claimant also expressed that she was still breastfeeding/pumping for her infant 
daughter, and that Claimant was taking additional FMLA baby bonding time in November 
2020. 

Even after expressing the need for accommodations and workload assignments that were 
provided by Managing Attorney Fimbres which allowed Claimant to continue to care for 
and feed her infant daughter, DiMaria has added and continues to add extra pressure and 
stress to Claimant's work environment similar to Delimon. Di Maria constantly stresses the 
importance of how Claimant should go out to trial even in a pandemic. DiMaria also 
lowered Claimant's discretion to 6 years exposure without any reason why. Beginning in 
July 2019 with the Lead Attorney DiMa:ia as claimant's supervisor, Claimant's anxiety and 
depression started to become worse. Claimant also noticed a severe decrease in her 
breastmilk production starting in July 2019. Claimant started to produce about half the 
breastmilk she was previously producing. 

In September 2020, Claimant was covering calendar more which made it difficult to 
accommodate any set pumping schedule. Claimant typically pumped at 7:30 a.m. before 
going to court, 10:30 a.m. when Claimant finish the morning court session, and 1 p.m. 
before Claimant would go back to court in the afternoon, a:1.d at 3:30/4 p.m. With the 
calendar in September, Claimant was having to go from 7:50 a.m. to 12:10 p.m with no 
pumping breaks. By the time Claimant would get back from court from covering calendar, 
Claimant's breasts would be engorged and would hurt because they were so full from lack 
of pumping. During this time, DiMaria never came to court to offer a break from calendar so 
that Claimant could pump, nor was Oaimant ever able to take a break and pump in court as 
Claimant did not have the storage for milk if Claimant did pump in court Claimant was not 
and still does not receive any backup coverage anytime Claimant is on calendar. This is still 
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causing issues with Claimant's breasts becoming engorged and painful by the time 
Claimant can finish the morning session in court. 

On September 16, 2020, Claimant was in court all morning for a preliminary hearing. 
Because the preliminary hearing went in the calendar department with Judge Magno, 
Oaimant had to go around 4.5 hours between pumps, usually Claimant tries to go no longer 
than 3 hours between pumps. As it got closer to 12 p.m., Claimant started having an 
immense burning pain on her left breast and both of her breasts were engorged. Oaimant 
went back to the office, pumped to try to relieve the pressure, and then asked DiMaria to 
work from home the rest of the day because Claimant knew she was having a problem with 
her breasts. Later that afternoon, she noticed her left breast was red all over, painful to the 
touch, and she was run:iing a fever. Claimant called her doctor to explain the issue, the 
doctor indicated that it was Mastitis, and sent Claimant a prescription. For the next three 
days, Claimant's breasts were severely engorged, red, painful to touch. The primary way to 
relief the infection was to nurse and to tdke the antibiotics. Claimant got mastitis twice 
before when her child was first born because of not emptying her breasts effectively. This 
time Claimant got mastitis from an inability to empty her breasts and pump every three 
hours. 

Claimant continues to have difficulty pumping every three hours when she is on court 
calendar as she does not receipt backup coverage. Claimant is also having difficulty 
maintaining a pumping schedule as she is in a trial assignment which requires herto stay in 
court until the preliminary hearings on her cases are complete. Claimant must go around 
4.5 hours between pumps anytime she is on calendar or conducting a preliminary hearing 
(which is at least once a week right now). Claimant continues to have pain and 
engorgement problems weekly. \Nhen Claimant does get the break to pump since it has so 
long between pumps, it is extremely painful. 

On August 4, 2020, the office sent out an o:ficewide revisec telecommute agreement where 
Claimant can work from home two to three days a week and telecommute the others due to 
COVID. Claimant was placed on the blue team that allows her to telecommute Mondays and 
Tuesdays and every other Friday so long as Claimant does not need to be in court. ln 
August and September Claimant was able to telecommute Mondays and Tuesdays for the 
most part. Currently, because the trial assignment is getting overwhelmed with cases for 
preliminary hearing and trial, DiMaria assigns Claimant cases for prelim that are almost 
always on her telecommute days so Claimant cannot pump regularly and has to stay in 
court until her cases are done, instead of being able to nurse at home. Being scheduled to 
come in on Claimant's telecommute days is again causing Claimant to have issues with 
breastfeeding and pain from an inability to pump due to being in court for long peliods of 
time. 

September 29, 2020, Claimant met with DiMaria in her office to see if she had more cases 
Claimant needed to take. DiMaria began speaking wi::h Claimant and telling Claimant how 
she needed to get out to trial because management wonders if Claimant is afraid to go out 
to trial. Claimant began to get upset and started to cry because this is the same situation 
and pressure Claimant dealt with when they extended her probation with Delimon. 
DiMaria told Claimant that she would not hold this conversation against Claimant because 
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DiMaria knew Claimant was emotional because she was hormonal and still breastfeeding. 
DiMaria has since made several sly comments about Oaimant's responses being linked to 
her being hormonal and breastfeeding. Claimant has witnesses firsthand, several DDAs 
have come back from maternity leave and received non-trial assignments to accommodate 
their nursing and postpartum needs, these DDAs include Sandra Kim, Meghan MacDonald, 
and Erica Mulhere, but Claimant is being pressured to do trials. Claimant believes the 
preferential treatment to other female DAs is due to seniority and their more established 
careers v.1th the office, rather than the office adhering to state and federal guidelines. 

On October 6, 2020, DiMa~ia called Claimant at 9:45am, to check on Claimant because she 
was concerned about Claimant since she had not spoken with Qaimant in a few days. 
Claimant told her that she had been diving into work and working on her cases. DiMaria 
again said she would not hold it against Claimant that Claimant was emotional with her. 

On October 22, 2020, DiMaria responded to an email in which Claimant advised her that a 
case Di Maria assigned to Claimant for preliminary was going to be handled by an SPS/ elder 
abuse prosecutor now. DiMaria emailed Claimant back in a disparaging manner and 
implied that Claimant was wrong for giving up a "great" case. This email was sent after 
work hours and left Oaimant upset because ofDiMaria's tone. 

Since DiMaria become the Lead Attorney in July 2020 for Claimant, DiMaria has confronted 
Claimant about needing to do trials during the pandemic, called Claimant hormJnal 
multiple times, caused significant stress and anxiety so much so that Claimant has had two 
panic attacks from her meetings/email exchanges with Claimant This stress has also 
significantly decreased Claimant's milk supply. Oaimant was able to produce 24 ounces a 
day when she first began working again in May 2020. Since DiMaria became Claimant's 
boss in July and the way she is treating Claimant, Claimant now only produces at most 12 
ounces a day while at work Claimar.t has seen firsthand the difference in treatment of her 
versus other DAs supervised by DiMaria. Claimant has the highest felony caseload amongst 
her peers and claimant is almost in court daily and for long periods because she is assigned 
preliminary bearings on her telecommute days. Claimant is the only person amongst her 
peers that is breastfeeding and needing to pump to feed her infant daughter. Claimant's 
work environment can be characterized by a pervasive favoritism for those mthout 
children ar:d hostility towards new mothers and those that need to care for their children. 

On November 2-15, 2020, Claimant took FMLA baby bonding time which had been 
erroneously arranged. Claimant received text messages and emails from DiMaria regarding 
calendar coverage while Claimant was on leave and what happened with coverage. 
DiMaria's tone was accusatory in the emails and questioning why Claimant did not ensure 
that the calendar was covered. 

On November 18, 2020, Claimant had her employee development meeting with DiMaria. 
DiMaria indicated she reviewed a few closed cases tl:at Claimant pled to prison. Di Maria 
expressed how she did not agree with Claimant's plea as it was below her offer. Claimant 
explained that it was within her discretion to plead them to prison the way Claimant did 
and that Claimant spoke with TTL Chris Cook and he. agreed with the disposition. DiMaria 
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told Claimant that neither Claimant nor TIL Cook were a'.lowed to undercut her offers even 
when they were within Claimant's discretion to do so. 

In November 2020, De!imon left the office after being placed on administrative leave after 
he showed up to a hoIT.icide call out while supposedly intoxicated. 

On December 3, 2020, Claimant had two Preliminary hearings scheduled in dept 41. Judge 
Magno would be hearing Claimant prelims in his calendar department While waiting for a 
prelim call, Delimon walked into court as he is now on the Conflict Defense Panel. He was 
handling a case and remained in the courtroom. Claimant's anxiety became severe and 
Claimant almost suffered panic attack in court because Claimant was about to start a 
preliminary hearing and Delimon being in court made Claimant feel as though he was going 
to watch and critic Claimant like he did when he was her supervisor. It was a very real 
moment of PTSD for Claimant. The public defender, Magdeline Cohen noticed a difference 
in Claimant's demeanor and could tell Claimant was struggling to be in court. Ms. Cohen 
told Claimant she would let Claimant know when the judge called Claimant's cases and told 
Oaimant to wait outside the courtroom so that Claimant did not have to deal with the 
situation at hand. 

On De<:ember 4, 2020, Jennifer Halim, Cecia Lucero, and Veronica Mittino all passed 
probation with no extension even though they had less trials than Claimant-a]( three had 
less than 10 trials while Claimant's probation was extended even after completing 10 trials. 

On December 9, 2020, Claimant had an employee development meeting with Chief Brandon 
Smith via teams. Claimant explained to him all the issue she had been having with LODA 
DiMaria in regard to not being allowed to resolve cases within her discretion, how she 
continued to text and email Claimant why out on FMLA, DiMaria's demeaning/derogatoiy 
tone with Claimant in group messages, DiMaria's comment about how Claimant cannot go 
to a Trial Team Leader (TTL) to undercut her offers, and DiMaria's comments about 
Claimant being hormonal because Claimant is still breastfeeding. Chief Smith indicated he 
is taking all this into account and had to speak with other DDAs about DiMaria. He said if 
it's a personality vs. personality conflict there is not much that can be done, but if there is a 
consensus amongst DAs about DiMaria he will work to fix it. No one has advised Claimant 
of anything since then. 

The County of Riverside, through the office of the District Attorney, by reason of the 
foregoing, engaged in discrimination on the basis of sex and pregnancy in violation of 
FEHA. Retalia:ion for whistle blowing activity in violation ofFEHA. The conduct also 
violates Labor Code§ 1102.5. 

Claimant seeks damages which are within the U!llimited jurisdiction of the Superior Court. 
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OFFICE OF THE 
CLERK OF lHE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1st FLOOR, COUNTV ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER 
P.O. BOX 1147. 4080 LEMON STREET 

llr/E~ ~ 
PHON {9S1) 955-1060 (AX: (951) g~ tcm 

c/o DENNIS WAGNER, ESQ. 
1325 SPRUCE STREET, STE. 200 
RIVERSIDE, CA 92507 

January 21, 2020 

KECIA R. HARPER 
aerk of the Board of Supeivisors 

RE: NOTICE OF REJECTION OF PORTIONS OF CLAIM AND RETUR.L"i OF ALL OTHER 
PORTIONSOFCLAIMASUNTIMELY 

Claimant: 
Date of Loss: 
ClaimNo.: 
Date Claim Received: 

Jamwy 2018- December 2019 
517-20 
12/29/2020 

Your government claim was received on December 29, 2020. The California Government Claims Act 
contains deadlines for filing government claims. Your government claim alleges multiple dates, some of which 
are within the filing deadline and others which are not. 

The following portion of the claim is timely: 06/29/2020-12/29/2020. 

The Board of Supervisors has rejected this portion of the claim on January 21, 202 I. As to this portion only, 
the following warning applies: 

WARN1NG 

Subject to certain exceptions, you have only six (6) months from the date this notice was 
personally delivered or deposited in the mail to file a court action on this claim. See 
Government Code section 945 .6. 

You may seek the advice of an attomey of your choice in connection with this matter. If you 
desire to consult an attorney, you should do so immediately. 

This warning, and the six-month deadline, only apply to the e.'ttent a lawsuit would be based on 
California law, and do not apply to the extent a lawsuit would be based on federal law. 

All other portions of the claim occurring prior to: June 29, 2020, are being returned pursuant to 
Government Code section 911.2 because those portions were not presented within six months after the event or 
occurrence as required by law. See sections 901 and 911.2 of the government Code. Because these portions of 
the claim were not presented within the time allowed by law, no action was taken on those portions of the 
claim. 



As to those portions of the claim, the follo'wing warning applies: 

WARNING 

Your only recourse at this time is to apply without delay to the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Riverside for leave to present a late claim. See sections 911.4 to 912.2 inclusive, and 
section 946.6 of the Government Code. Under some circumstances, leave to present a late claim 
will be granted. See Section 911.6 of the Government code. You may seek the advice of an 
attorney of your choice in connection "'~th this matter. If you desire to consult an attorney, you 
should do so immediately. 

Kecia R. Harper 
Clerk of the ard of Supervisors 

By: 

I declare that my business address is 1st Floor, County Administrative Center, 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside 
California, that I am a citizen of the United States of America, employed by the County of Riverside and am 
not a party to the action. On the date stated below I mailed the foregoing notice by depositing a copy thereof 
in the outgoing mail at Riverside, California, in a sealed envelope, with postage prepaid, addressed to the 
person(s) listed above. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed at Riverside, California on January 21, 2021. 

cc: RISK MGMT 202029844 GL092 
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ST A TE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

I, the undersigned, declare: 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I am employed in the County of Riverside, State of California. I am over the age of 18 
years and not a party to this action; my business address is 1325 Spruce Street, Suite 200, 
Riverside, Califorma 92507. 

On the date written below, I served the document named below on the parties indicated 
below, in the following manner: 

D (By Mail) I am familiar ·with this office's practice fo r the collection and processing of 
documents for mailing with the United States Postal Service. The documents are aeposited 
with the United States Postal Service on the same day in the ordinary course of business. I 
placed a true copy of the document thereof in a sealed envelope and caused said 
clocument(s) to be delivered in this manner. 

D (By Overnight Mail) I am familiar with this office's practice for the collection and 
processing of documents for overnight mail. The documents are collected by the delivery 
service co1Ttpany on the same day in the ordinary course of business. I caused said 
document(sJ to be delivered in tnis manner. 

D (By Facsimile) I am familiar with this office's practice for the facsimile transmission of 
documents. I caused said document(s) to be sent to the facsimile numbers listed below and 
caused said machine to print a transmission record, a copy of which I have retained. The 
sending machine is (95 f ) 686-4801. 

D (By Personal Service) I am familiar with this office's practice for the personal service of 
documents. I caused said document(s) to be delivered by hand to the offices of the 
addressee. 

[g] (By E-Mail) I am familiar with this office ' s practice for the transmission of documents via e 
mail using Microsoft Outlook. I caused said document(s) to be sent to the e-mail address 
listed below with the options to obtain delivered and read receipts checked. The sending 
computer is assigned to Kim Connelly. 

18 DOCUMENT: SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 

19 • : 
1ri-,:~::..:.,:.-==,;.:,.-:;;..,;=-:~--=,..:;::....:.._ _ ________ .,-.,--,.-,--__ -,.-----.-.:--r----,~,----7T7"..,...,..,....,,.,.,TT7--.r,"---h 

sq. ttorneJJs or e en ants, 1 
20 RIVERS! E, K LL/ CATLETT, SAM 

sso, Esq. KALOUSTIAN, DANIEL DEL/MON, and LISA 
21 itlaw.com DIMARIA 

i sza one (@smitlaw.com 

22 
SMITH LAW OFFICES;-tLP 
Riverside,, CA 92501 
Tel: 95 1.::, 09.1355 

23 
1
_F~ax_' :~9_5_1.~5~09_._13~5~6 _________ ____,__ _ ____ ______ _ _ _ _ ---+-' 

24 [g] (STATE) I declare under penalty ofpe1jury under the laws of the Sta.te of Californi a, Unite 
S tate of America that the above 1s true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

25 Executed on March ;2Q; 2022 at Riverside, Ca~rnia 

26 
F£ ~.T~oc1-rt:sn...k~=~~, -PDnf-tf;.>rtl~,rl,~=11-r- ------
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