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

WACO DIVISION 
 
 

LYN WHEELER KINYON, §  
 §  
 Plaintiff, §  
 §  
v. § CASE NO. 6:17-CV-00023 
 §  
BAYLOR UNIVERSITY, §  
 §  
 Defendant. §  
   

 
DEFENDANT BAYLOR UNIVERSITY’S MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO 

FEDERAL RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 12(b)(6) 
 

 
Defendant Baylor University files this Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to Federal Rule of 

Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim on which relief may be granted. 

I. Introduction 
 

Plaintiff Lyn Kinyon is a former financial aid officer for Baylor.  She was terminated in 

November 2016 for poor performance.  In a blatantly transparent attempt to take advantage of 

the adverse publicity surrounding Baylor and its handling of sexual assault allegations, Kinyon 

asserts that she was terminated in retaliation for reinstating the scholarship of a former football 

player who had been kicked off the team after being accused of sexual assault.  Despite not 

having—or claiming—any personal knowledge of the incident, Kinyon portrays the former 

player as an innocent victim who had “not commited sexual assault,” had engaged in a 

“consensual sexual relationship,” and was unfairly kicked off the team and denied his 

scholarship.  According to Kinyon, Dr. Reagan Ramsower, Senior Vice President and Chief 

Operating Officer at Baylor, directed Kinyon’s supervisor to fire her because he became “angry” 
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that Kinyon reinstated the supposedly innocent player’s scholarship.  Kinyon’s story is pure 

fiction.   

Ramsower was not involved in any way in the decision to dismiss the football player 

from the team or in the decision to rescind the player’s scholarship.  Indeed, although Kinyon 

claims that “Ramsower was the driving force in the actions taken against” the player, she admits 

that this allegation is supported by nothing other than “information and belief.”  In truth, 

administrators within the Athletic Department and Office of General Counsel, along with the 

Faculty Athletic Representative, made the decision after learning that (i) the player had failed to 

disclose a report of alleged sexual harassment at his prior university that occurred before the 

player transferred to Baylor and (ii) that the player had been accused of the sexual assault 

addressed at length in the Amended Complaint.1  Although the player claimed that the sexual 

activity was consensual, the victim, as reported by the media, said that the player “forced [her] to 

do things that [she] didn’t want to do against [her] own consent.”  The victim had reported the 

details of this incident to a Baylor Police Officer in May 2016.  Given these circumstances, 

appropriate action was taken—the player was removed from the team, his scholarship rescinded, 

and he was advised of his rights to appeal the rescission of his scholarship. 

Under NCAA regulations, a student-athlete has 14 days to appeal the rescission of an 

athletic scholarship.  This appeal process for rescission of a scholarship has nothing to do with 

Title IX.  Here, the player appealed the rescission of his scholarship to a three-person committee 

chaired by Kinyon.  At the appeal hearing, Baylor did not rely on the alleged sexual assault to 

justify rescission of the scholarship because the Title IX investigation had not been completed 

and was confidential.  Instead, Baylor relied on the player’s failure to disclose certain 

                                                 
1 The remainder of this motion assumes that nonclusory allegations in the Amended Complaint are true, but given 
Kinyon’s lengthy defense of the player’s virtue, some context is important.     
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information on his application—a fact Kinyon admits in the Amended Complaint.  Ultimately, 

the committee reinstated the player’s scholarship.  Even though the player could have returned to 

Baylor on a full scholarship, he never did so. If he had returned to Baylor, the Title IX 

investigation would have been resumed and completed.2     

Title IX prohibits retaliation against individuals who “speak out” against sex 

discrimination.  As explained below, the decision by Kinyon and the other committee members 

to reinstate the player’s scholarship was wholly unrelated to Title IX.  Kinyon’s Amended 

Complaint is bereft of allegations of protected activity, i.e., that she complained or spoke out 

about alleged discrimination on the basis of sex.  It is also bereft of allegations that establish the 

necessary element of causation.  As set forth below, the act of reinstating an athlete’s 

scholarship, without more, does not amount to “speaking out” against sex discrimination.  

Therefore, Kinyon fails to state a plausible retaliation claim under Title IX, and this entire case 

should be dismissed. 

II.  Standard of Review 
 

Pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), a court may dismiss a complaint for “failure to state a claim 

upon which relief can be granted.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6).  To survive a motion to dismiss, a 

complaint must provide sufficient factual allegations that, when assumed to be true, state a claim 

for relief that is “plausible on its face.”  Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570 (2007).  A 

claim has facial plausibility “when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to 

draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.”  Ashcroft 

v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556).  A complaint must contain 

factual allegations sufficient to “raise a right to relief above the speculative level on the 

                                                 
2 In this particular case, regardless of whether or not the former player’s scholarship was reinstated, he was not 
going to be allowed to rejoin the team with a pending Title IX investigation. 
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assumption that all the allegations in the complaint are true.”  Twombly, 550 U.S. at 555 (internal 

citations omitted). 

Although a court must view a claim “in the light most favorable to the plaintiff” and 

“accept well-pleaded facts as true, . . . legal conclusions are not entitled to the same assumption 

of truth.”  SEC v. Jackson, 908 F. Supp. 2d 834, 847 (S.D. Tex. 2012) (citing Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 

678-79).  In addition, “[t]he court should not ‘strain to find inferences favorable to the plaintiffs’ 

or ‘accept conclusory allegations, unwarranted deductions, or legal conclusions.’” Id. (quoting 

R2 Investments LDC v. Phillips, 401 F.3d 638, 642 (5th Cir. 2005)).         

III. Alleged Facts 
 

Kinyon is the former Assistant Vice President for Student Financial Aid at Baylor 

University.  Dkt. 5 at ¶ 3.  Kinyon was hired on December 15, 2014.  Id. at ¶¶ 7.  On July 1, 

2016, Kinyon chaired a committee that presided over the appeal by a former Baylor football 

player of the rescission of his athletic scholarship (the “Committee”).  Id. at ¶ 22.  Kinyon’s 

pleading is riddled with conclusory factual allegations about the former Baylor football player, 

including the alleged sexual assault, the circumstances surrounding his dismissal from the 

football team, and the rescission of his scholarship.  But Kinyon does not allege anywhere in her 

Amended Complaint that those “facts” played any part in the Committee’s decision to reinstate 

the player’s scholarship.3   

As Kinyon admits in her Amended Complaint, Baylor did not rely on the sexual assault 

allegations in the appeal hearing.  Id. at ¶ 23.  Instead, according to Kinyon’s Amended 

Complaint, the “sole ground” Baylor relied on for rescinding the scholarship was that the player 

lied on his application for admission.  Id. at ¶¶ 24-28.  Kinyon implies that the Committee did 

                                                 
3 Despite her allegations that the football player was wrongfully accused of sexual assault and description of the 
player’s allegedly “consensual sexual relationship” with “YY,” Kinyon does not—and cannot—allege that she has 
any personal knowledge of the events of that evening. 
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not agree that the player had been dishonest on his application.  Id.  The Amended Complaint 

asserts that the disciplinary action taken against the student at the previous university was for 

“substandard academic performance” and not “academic or behavioral misconduct,” and Kinyon 

implies that the player’s negative answer to a question about prior “disciplinary action” was not 

dishonest.  Id.  On July 6, 2016, the Committee reinstated the player’s scholarship.  Id. at ¶ 31.   

Kinyon asserts that, “mindful of Baylor’s penchant for knee-jerk reaction to events 

perceived to have harmed the brand,” other Committee members asked her to seek written 

assurance from the Baylor’s Office of General Counsel that there would be no retaliation against 

any member of the Committee if the Committee reinstated the player’s scholarship.  Id. at ¶ 29.  

Kinyon subsequently sent an email to Baylor’s Associate General asking for this assurance, 

which she received.  Id. at ¶¶ 29, 30.   

Kinyon alleges that, subsequent to the Committee’s decision to reinstate the player’s 

scholarship, her supervisor, Jennifer Carron, began to criticize her performance.  Id. at ¶ 36.  

Kinyon claims that Carron is a “protectorate and protégé” of Reagan Ramsower, Baylor’s Senior 

Vice President and Chief Operating Officer.  Id. at ¶ 33.  On September 29, 2016, Carron placed 

Kinyon on a 30-day Performance Improvement Plan.  Id. at ¶ 41.  On October 25, 2016, Carron 

informed Kinyon that she was proceeding with her termination.  Id. at ¶ 45.   

Kinyon claims that “[i]t was only after she made Reagan Ramsower angry by reinstating 

[the player’s] scholarship that she allegedly became incompetent.”  Id. at ¶ 53.  This claim is not 

stated as a factual allegation but rather appears in the “Legal Principles” section of the Amended 

Complaint.  In fact, Kinyon offers nothing other than her own “information and belief” to 

support her allegation that Ramsower had anything to do with the rescission of the player’s 

scholarship.  Id. at ¶ 21.  Kinyon also admits that three days before she was placed on her 

Case 6:17-cv-00023-RP   Document 6   Filed 03/27/17   Page 5 of 14



BAYLOR’S MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO RULE 12(b)(6) PAGE 6 

Performance Improvement Plan, she sent an email to Carron “apologizing” for 

misunderstanding—and presumably not following—Carron’s suggestions.  Id. at ¶ 39.   

Kinyon claims—again in the “Legal Principles” section—that “[a]t the time Baylor 

terminated [the player’s] football scholarship, his gender and alleged sexual activity with 

[another student] were the actual motivating factors” for the decision, and that the player was 

therefore subjected to discrimination.  Id. at ¶ 50.  The Amended Complaint, however, lacks any 

factual assertions that the player’s gender had anything to do with the rescission of his 

scholarship.   

Kinyon’s only asserted cause of action is a Title IX retaliation claim, asserting that her 

reversal of Baylor’s decision to terminate the player’s scholarship is protected under Title IX 

because it constitutes opposition to discrimination.  Id. at ¶ 51.4   

IV. Argument and Authorities 
 

Title IX prohibits recipients of federal education funding from discriminating against a 

person “on the basis of sex.”  20 U.S.C. § 1681.  The U.S. Supreme Court has held that 

discrimination on the basis of sex may occur when a recipient of federal education funding 

retaliates against a person because that person “complained of sex discrimination.”  Jackson v. 

Birmingham Board of Education, 544 U.S. 167, 173 (2005).  A person complains of sex 

discrimination when the person “speaks out” about discrimination “on the basis of sex.”  See id. 

at 179 (“Where the retaliation occurs because the complainant speaks out about sex 

discrimination, the ‘on the basis of sex’ requirement is satisfied”).   

A Title IX retaliation plaintiff must allege both that she engaged in protected activity, i.e. 

that she complained of discrimination on the basis of sex and that such protected activity caused 

                                                 
4 Kinyon also has advised the Court that she has filed an administrative charge of age discrimination against Baylor.  
Dkt. 5 at ¶ 2.  The lawsuit, however, currently does not include an age discrimination cause of action.  Thus, 
dismissal of Kinyon’s Title IX claim will result in dismissal of the entire case. 
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the retaliation.  See Baggett v. Burnet Consol. Sch. Dist., No. A-06-CA-572 LY, 2007 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 71327, at *33-35 (W.D. Tex. Sep. 25, 2007) (“[A] plaintiff may establish a prima facie 

case for a Title IX retaliation claim by alleging facts sufficient to show that she engaged in 

activity protected by Title IX, that the alleged retaliator knew of the protected activity, that the 

alleged retaliator subsequently undertook some action disadvantageous to the actor, and that a 

retaliatory motive played a substantial part in prompting the adverse action.”).  As set forth 

below, even assuming the well-pled facts alleged in the Amended Complaint are true, Kinyon 

has not alleged facts sufficient to establish protected activity or causation.   

First, Kinyon has failed to allege that she engaged in protected activity under Title IX by 

speaking out about sex discrimination.  She does not plead any facts showing that the former 

player’s scholarship was rescinded because of his gender, as opposed to his alleged sexual 

activity.  Crucially, she does not allege that she made any complaint at all that the former player 

was the subject of discrimination; deciding to reinstate his scholarship, without more, is 

insufficient.      

Second, Kinyon has also failed to plausibly allege causation.  She claims that Ramsower 

“was the driving force” in the actions taken against the football player and that he was “angry” at 

her decision to reinstate the scholarship, but she offers no facts that suggest Ramsower had 

anything to do with decisions regarding the former player—begging the question as to why he 

would care, much less be angry, by the Committee’s decision.  Kinyon’s allegation that her 

termination was retaliatory is also inconsistent with her own admission that she misunderstood 

her supervisor’s expectations.       

To find that the Amended Complaint asserts that Kinyon engaged in protected activity, 

the Court would have to assume (i) that the Committee’s decision to reinstate the former player’s 
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scholarship was intended as a complaint that the player had been discriminated against because 

of his gender, (ii) that Ramsower viewed the reinstatement as such a complaint, and (iii) that 

Kinyon was terminated because of that complaint, as opposed to the performance issues she 

herself at least partially admits.  The law does not allow such unwarranted assumptions.  

Accordingly, Kinyon has failed to state a claim for Title IX retaliation, and the Court should 

dismiss this case. 

A. Kinyon never engaged in protected activity by complaining against gender-
based discrimination. 

As explained above, a Title IX retaliation claim requires that the plaintiff show she 

complained—or “spoke out”—about sex discrimination.  Jackson, 544 U.S. at 179, 184.  Here, 

Kinyon does not even allege that she “spoke out” or otherwise complained of discrimination.  

Instead, Kinyon appears to claim that her reversal of Baylor’s decision to terminate the football 

player’s scholarship is somehow a complaint about sex discrimination because, according to 

Kinyon, the player’s sexual activity was the actual motivating factor in the decision to rescind 

the player’s scholarship.  Kinyon’s argument fails.   

1. Kinyon does not allege that the player’s scholarship was rescinded 
because of his gender. 

Other than Kinyon’s bare assertion in the “Legal Principles” section of the Amended 

Complaint, Dkt. 5 at ¶ 50, Kinyon does not allege that the former player was subjected to 

discrimination on the basis of her gender.  All of the factual allegations in the Amended 

Complaint, even assuming their truth, accuse Baylor of rescinding the player’s scholarship 

because of his sexual activity, not because of his gender.  See id. at ¶¶ 11-14, 16-17, 19, 23.  In 

the 12(b)(6) context, although the court must accept well-pleaded facts as true, conclusory 

allegations are not entitled to a presumption of truth.  Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 680-81.  Without any 

facts to support an allegation that gender was the motivating factor in Baylor’s decision to 
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rescind the scholarship, this Court should not give any credence to Kinyon’s conclusory 

allegation. 

Even if one assumes Baylor rescinded the scholarship because of the player’s sexual 

activity, that action does not constitute sex discrimination.  Kinyon appears to also assume that 

because some “allegations against [the former player] concerned a sexual act that everything that 

follows from [those allegations] is ‘sex-based’ within the meaning of Title IX.”  Nungesser v. 

Columbia Univ., 169 F. Supp. 3d 353, 364 (S.D.N.Y. 2016).  This assumption “rests on a logical 

fallacy.”  Id.  “‘On the basis of sex,’ as used in Title IX, refers to one’s [gender] status, not to 

whether the underlying conduct was sexual in nature.”  Id.  The mere fact that sexual activity 

occurred does not itself implicate sex discrimination.  Thus, Kinyon’s repeated references to the 

student’s sexual activity does not equate to the type of discrimination on the basis of sex, i.e., 

gender status, that is prohibited by Title IX.  Id.  

2. Reinstating the scholarship does not equate to speaking out against 
discrimination. 

Further, Kinyon’s simple act of reversing Baylor’s decision to terminate the player’s 

scholarship, without more, does not amount to speaking out about sex discrimination.  Kinyon 

does not allege that the Committee’s decision to reverse had anything to do with sexual activity, 

much less gender inequality.  Instead, she alleges that, during the player’s scholarship-rescission 

appeal, Baylor justified its termination of the player’s scholarship on the “sole ground” that the 

player had “been untruthful on his application for admission to Baylor the spring 2016 

semester.”  Dkt. 5 at ¶¶ 23, 28.5  According to Kinyon, the Committee disagreed that the player’s 

                                                 
5 Kinyon alleges that Baylor “focused” on the student’s responses on the application “as the sole ground” to justify 
terminating the scholarship.  Dkt. 5 at ¶¶ 24, 28.  According to the Amended Complaint, “Baylor focused on [the 
student’s] negative answer to a question, ‘Have you ever had any disciplinary action imposed against you?’”  Id. at ¶ 
24.  Kinyon alleges that the Committee reasoned that the student’s negative response on the application form was 
truthful because the student’s disciplinary history actually related to his “substandard academic performance” rather 
than any “academic or behavioral misconduct.”  Id. at ¶¶ 24-28.   
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application was untruthful because the Committee did not view “academic probation” as a 

“disciplinary action,” and it issued its recommendation that the student’s scholarship be 

reinstated.  Dkt. 5 at ¶¶ 24-28.  The above facts, even if true, establish that the Committee’s 

actions in reversing Baylor’s scholarship decision had everything to do with the fact that the 

Committee disagreed with Baylor’s decision that the player had been dishonest about academic 

probation—and nothing to do with sex discrimination.   

 In addition, and critically, Kinyon does not allege that she (or anybody else on the 

Committee) ever complained to anyone at Baylor that they believed the decision to rescind the 

scholarship amounted to gender discrimination (or even discrimination on the basis of sexual 

activity, even though such a complaint would not have constituted protected activity).  Kinyon 

does not allege that she raised such a concern when she sent her email asking for protection 

against retaliation or when she issued the decision reinstating the scholarship.  

It is not enough to complain about a student’s treatment generally; rather, a person must 

specifically complain about sex discrimination or gender inequality in order to satisfy the 

elements of a Title IX retaliation claim.  See Minnis v. Bd. of Supervisors, 620 F. App’x. 215, 

222 (5th Cir. 2015) (holding that plaintiff’s claim failed because he had “not shown that his 

complaints were related to gender inequality and thus ha[d] not shown that he engaged in activity 

protected by Title IX”).  In short, despite her allegations that the player was treated unfairly, 

Kinyon makes no allegations whatsoever to support an inference that Kinyon discussed, 

reported, or otherwise complained of the mistreatment of the player based on his gender.  

Comparing Kinyon’s allegations to those of plaintiffs who plausibly stated a Title IX retaliation 

claim only highlights this failure.  See, e.g., Jackson v. Birmingham Bd. of Educ., 544 U.S. at 184 

(girls’ basketball coach at a public high school complained unsuccessfully to his supervisor that 
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the girls’ team was not receiving equal funding and equal access to athletic equipment and 

facilities); Papelino v. Albany Coll. of Pharm. of Union Univ., 633 F.3d 81, 84 (2d Cir. 2011) 

(holding that student engaged in protected activity when he complained to the college’s dean of 

student affairs about a professor’s discriminatory conduct, which included unwanted sexual 

comments and advances); Wilkerson v. Univ. of N. Tex., Civil Action No. 4:15-CV-00540, 2016 

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 164713, at *13-16 (E.D. Tex. Nov. 30, 2016) (allegations that plaintiff 

provided testimony in a Title IX investigation were sufficient to support a claim).6   

Furthermore, Kinyon does not allege that anybody at Baylor viewed the scholarship 

reinstatement as an expression of opposition to unlawful activity.  In fact, no reasonable 

institution would have, further demonstrating the implausibility of Kinyon’s claim.  See Stewart 

v. RSC Equip. Rental, Inc., 485 F. App’x 649, 652 (5th Cir. 2012) (per curiam) (Title VII case 

explaining that there is no protected activity where “no reasonable employer would have 

understood [the activity] to be an expression of opposition to unlawful discrimination”).   

Without any allegation of activity protected by Title IX, Kinyon’s claim for relief is not 

plausible and fails as a matter of law.   

B. Kinyon fails to plausibly assert causation.   

In addition, Kinyon’s Amended Complaint fails because it does not plausibly allege 

causation, another necessary component of a Title IX retaliation claim.  See Baggett, 2007 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 71327 at *35 (explaining that one “basic requirement[]” of a Title IX retaliation 

claim is that the plaintiff “must have been acted against because of” her complaint about sex 

discrimination).    
                                                 
6 See also, e.g., Collins v. Jackson Pub. Sch. Dist., 58 F. Supp. 3d 705, 709-11 (S.D. Miss. 2014) (drafting a Title IX 
grievance and producing and conducting a PowerPoint presentation exhibiting the gender disparities in athletic 
facilities in the school district were acts of “speaking out”); Fairchild v. Quinnipiac Univ., 16 F. Supp. 3d 89, 93-96 
(D. Conn. 2014) (complaint alleging that plaintiff testified as a witness at preliminary injunction hearing and at 
deposition in Title IX lawsuit brought by female student athletes and their coach against Defendant was sufficient to 
state a claim).   
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Kinyon asserts on “information and belief” that Ramsower “was the driving force in the 

actions taken against [the football player]” concludes that she made Ramsower “angry by 

reinstating [the player’s] scholarship,” and alleges that Carron—whom Kinyon “believe[s] to be 

a Reagan Ramsower protectorate and protégé”—was “the implement of Baylor’s and 

Ramsower’s retaliation against Plaintiff.”  Dkt. at ¶¶ 21, 33, 53 (emphasis added).  But while “a 

plaintiff may plead facts alleged upon information and belief ‘where the belief is based on 

factual information that makes the inference of culpability plausible,’ such allegations must be 

‘accompanied by a statement of facts upon which the belief is founded.’” Munoz-Nagel v. Guess, 

Inc., No. 12-CV-1312 (ER), 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 61710, *11 (S.D.N.Y. 2013) (quoting Arista 

Records, LLC v. Doe 3, 604 F.3d 110, 120 (2d Cir. 2010)).  Kinyon does not accompany her 

belief-based allegations with a statement of facts that supports them.  See id.  If there is no 

factual basis for asserting that Ramsower had anything to do with the actions against the 

player—and the Amended Complaint contains none—then there is even less reason to give 

credence to the conclusory assertion that he was so angered by the reinstatement that he directed 

his believed “protégé” Carron to make up a reason to terminate Kinyon.  The Amended 

Complaint’s conclusory allegations are insufficient to survive 12(b)(6) scrutiny.  See Iqbal, 556 

U.S. at 678.   

In addition, Kinyon’s own pleading admits that she misunderstood Carron’s 

suggestions—to the point that she felt a need to send a two-page email “apologizing for 

misunderstanding.”  Dkt. 5 at ¶ 39.  Particularly given the conclusory nature of Kinyon’s 

allegations that there was a nefarious reason for her termination, see above, Kinyon’s admission 

that she misunderstood at least some of Carron’s expectations further demonstrates the 

implausibility of Kinyon’s claim that she was not terminated for performance reasons.  
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V. Conclusion and Prayer 
 

Because Kinyon’s Amended Complaint fails to plausibly state a claim for Title IX 

retaliation, Defendant Baylor University respectfully requests that the Court grant Defendant’s 

Motion to Dismiss and dismiss Kinyon’s Title IX retaliation claim with prejudice.  Baylor 

further requests any other relief to which it may be entitled.   

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
WEISBART SPRINGER HAYES LLP 
212 Lavaca Street, Suite 200 
Austin, Texas  78701 
512.652.5780 
512.682.2074 fax 
 
By: /s/ Julie A. Springer    

Julie A. Springer 
State Bar No. 18966770 
jspringer@wshllp.com 
Mia A. Storm 
State Bar No. 24078121 
mstorm@wshllp.com 
 

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT BAYLOR 
UNIVERSITY 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document has been 
forwarded to all counsel of record herein by way of: 
 
  U.S. Mail, First Class 
  Certified Mail  
  Facsimile  
  Federal Express 
  Hand Delivery 
  E-Mail 

 ECF (electronically to the registered participants as identified on the Notice of 
Electronic Filing (NEF) 

 
on this 27th day of March, 2017, to wit: 
 

John Judge 
Judge Kostura & Putman, P.C. 
2901 Bee Cave Road, Box L 
Austin, Texas  78746 
512.328.9099 
512.328.4132 fax 
jjudge@jkplaw.com 
 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 

 
 
      /s/ Julie A. Springer    
      Julie A. Springer 
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