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

GREENVILLE DIVISION 

RONDA RIMMER PLAINTIFF 

VS. CIVIL ACTION NUMBER 

GREENWOOD LEFLORE CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT DEFENDANT
 

COMPLAINT - JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

COMES NOW, Ronda Rimmer  ( i.e. hereinafter referred to as the “Plaintiff” in the instant “Complaint” ), by

and through counsel, and files this her Complaint of and against Greenwood Leflore Consolidated School District 

( i.e. hereinafter referred to as the “Defendant” in the instant “Complaint” ) and in support thereof, Plaintiff would

respectfully show unto this Honorable Court the following, to wit:

1.     That the following allegations are based on personal knowledge a to Plaintiff’s own conduct and on

information and belief as to the acts of others.

INTRODUCTION

2.     That the instant civil action challenges Defendant’s unlawful discrimination based on ( a ) religion -

engaging in protected activity and ( b ) retaliation for engaging in protected activity.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant

violated the applicable provisions of Title VII.

JURISDICTION OF THE FEDERAL COURT 

3.     That this Honorable Court has federal question and civil rights jurisdiction for a cause of action arising

under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act Of 1964.  

4.     That this Honorable Court has personal and subject matter jurisdiction over the Defendant in these

premises and that venue is proper in this Court.

5.     That jurisdiction of this Honorable Court is invoked pursuant to the Family And Medical Leave Act Of

1993.  

6.     That Plaintiff, at all times relevant to this Complaint, was employed with Defendant in the Northern

District Of Mississippi, therefore, venue is proper in the Northern District Of Mississippi as Plaintiff’s cause ( s ) of

action arose within the Northern District Of Mississippi - Greenville Division in that a substantial part of the acts and

omissions giving rise to the claim ( s ) in this instant civil action occurred in this District.  Venue is further proper in this

District because Defendant is subject to personal jurisdiction therein by virtue of their substantial, continuous, and
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systematic commercial activities in this District.  ( See 28 U.S.C. Section 1391 ( b ), ( c ).  Because Defendant is subject to

personal jurisdiction in this Division, it “resides” in this Division for venue purposes. ( see 28 U.S. C. Section 1391 ( c )). 

THE PARTIES

7.     That Plaintiff is an adult resident citizen of the Second Judicial District Of Bolivar County, Mississippi. 

8.     That Greenwood Leflore Consolidated School District ( i.e. hereinafter referred to as “Defendant” in the

instant Complaint - Jury Trial Demanded” ) is “Mississippi governmental entity” existing and operating in accordance

with the applicable laws of the State Of Mississippi.  Defendant, may be served with process of this Honorable Court by

serving James Johnson - Wadlington, Superintendent of the Greenwood Leflore Consolidated School District at 1901

Highway 82 West, located in Greenwood, Mississippi 38930.

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUE PROCEDURAL POSTURE

9.     That on or about October 25, 2024, Plaintiff filed her certain “Charge Of Discrimination” with the Equal

Employment Opportunity Commission. [ See Exhibit “A” attached hereto ].   All allegations contained in “these

charges” are hereby incorporated in the instant Complaint by reference.   

10.     That the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission authored its certain “Notice Of Right To Sue”

letter to Plaintiff dated “January 6, 2025.”  Plaintiff “received” said “notice” on or about November 11, 2023. [ See

Exhibit “B” attached hereto ]. 

11.     That the instant civil action was commenced within ninety ( 90 ) days from Plaintiff’s receipt of the afore

referenced “Right To Sue” letter.  

FACTS

12.     That Plaintiff commenced her employment with Defendant on or about July 4, 2022.  

13.     That subsequent to Plaintiff’s engagement with Defendant, as an employee, multiple personnel stated

unto her ( i.e. Plaintiff ) that she should not associate with a certain employee ( i.e. Mary Johnson ) because of her

religion.  Plaintiff continued her friendship with Ms. Johnson because they shared religious values.  Plaintiff, following

“district protocol” and advised her superiors ( i.e. Board Of Directors ) that she was being harassed, but no action was

taken.  
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14.     That Plaintiff avers that in or about May 2024, she, in accordance with the applicable “district protocol”,

complained that her overtime wages were not correctly calculated.  Subsequent thereto, in an around June 20, 2024,

while Plaintiff was exercising “Family Medical Leave”, she learned that she had been demoted to a regular secretary in

the special education department.  In addition to the demotion, Plaintiff avers that a hostile work environment was

created and Plaintiff felt compelled and forced to resign her position with Defendant.  

COUNT II - VIOLATION OF TITLE VII OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964 - DISPARATE IMPACT ON
THE BASIS OF RELIGION 

 
15.     That Plaintiff re - alleges and incorporates all averments set forth herein above in Paragraph Number 1

through Paragraph Number 14 of the instant Complaint.  

16.     That Title VII of the Civil Rights Act Of 1964 makes it illegal for an employer to limit, segregate, of

classify his employee or applicant in any way which will deprive or tend to deprive any individual of employment

opportunities because of an individual’s religion. [ See 42 U.S.C. Section 2000e - 2 ( a ) ( 2 ) ].

COUNT III - VIOLATION OF THE FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE ACT OF 1993 ( FMLA ) - RETALIATION 

17.      That Plaintiff re - alleges and incorporates all averments set forth herein above in Paragraph Number 1

through Paragraph Number 16 of the instant Complaint.   

18.     That Defendant retaliated against Plaintiff for qualifying for and / or taking federally protected leave

under FMLA, 29 U.S.C. Section 2601, et . Seq.  It is in unlawful for any employer to interfere with, restrain, or deny the

exercise or attempt to exercise, any right provided under the FMLA.  In addition, it is unlawful for any employer to

discharge or discriminate against any individual for opposing any practice made unlawful by the FMLA. 

19.     That Defendant discriminated against Plaintiff and retaliated against her based on her FMLA leave in

violation of the FMLA.

20.     That as a result of Defendant’s intentional, discriminatory and unconstitutional acts described herein

above, Pl2intiff has been caused to suffer and continues to suffer with mental anguish, humiliation, emotional distress, all

to her detriment and compensable at law.  

21.     That the wrongful conduct of Defendant is evidenced by a consciously indifferent attitude towards

employees’ right ( s ) under the FMLA.  As a result of this conduct, punitive damages in excess of the minimum

jurisdictional limits of this Honorable Court should be assessed against Defendant as to deter this type of conduct in the

future.  
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22.     That Plaintiff also seeks any and all other relief, at law or in equity, to which he may show herself justly

entitled.

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Plaintiff respectfully prays that upon hearing of this instant

matter by a jury, that Plaintiff be granted relief in an amount to be determined by the jury, to wit:

a. That she be awarded lost wages, employment benefits and other compensation lost to her as a result

of Defendant’s discriminating and retaliating against her; 

b. That she be awarded pre - judgment interest; 

c. That she be awarded liquidated damages doubling the award of interest, wages, lost employment

benefits, and other compensation lost to her as a result of Defendant’s discriminating and retaliating

against her; 

d. That she be awarded reasonable attorney’s fees, expert witness fees, and costs of this instant civil

action and of any and all prior administrative action ( s ); and 

e. That she be awarded any and all such other relief that this Honorable Court deems appropriate in

these premises

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

That pursuant to the applicable provisions of Rule 38 of the Federal Rules Of Civil Procedure, Plaintiff

respectfully demands a trial by jury of all issues so triable in this instant civil action.     

Respectfully submitted, this the 6th day of April of 2025.  

RONDA RIMMER, PLAINTIFF 

BY: /s/ Brandon I. Dorsey                                                              
BRANDON I. DORSEY, MSB # 100291 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 

OF COUNSEL:

BRANDON I. DORSEY, PLLC
POST OFFICE BOX 13427
JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39236 - 3427 
TELEPHONE: ( 601 ) 969 - 6960 
FACSIMILE: ( 601 ) 969 - 6959   
E - MAIL: brandonlawpllc@aol.com 
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