
1 
 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF JACKSON COUNTY, MISSOURI 
AT INDEPENDENCE 

 
LEESA L. WISEMAN ) 
9011 E. 225th Street ) 
Peculiar, MO 64078 )   
 ) 
  Plaintiff,  ) 
 )   
vs.  ) 
 )  
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF  ) 
CORRECTIONS, ) 
Serve:   Ellis McSwain Jr., Chairman ) 

  3400 Knipp Drive ) 
  Jefferson City, MO 65109 ) 

 ) 
  Defendant. ) 

 
 

FIRST AMENDED PETITION FOR DAMAGES 
(TJ) 

 
Plaintiff Leesa Wiseman, by and through counsel, states the following as her Petition for 

Damages against Defendant Missouri Department of Corrections (MODOC): 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff is an individual who is a permanent resident and citizen of Missouri and the United 

States of America. Plaintiff was at all relevant times an “employee” of Defendant MODOC and 

an “individual” as those terms are defined in the Missouri Human Rights Act (“MHRA”). 

2. Defendant Missouri Department of Corrections is a state agency whose relevant office is 

located at 651 Mulberry Street, Kansas City, MO 64101. At all times relevant herein, MODOC 

employed well in excess of six (6) employees in the State of Missouri and was Plaintiff’s 

“employer” within the meaning of the term as defined by the MHRA. 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

3. Plaintiff asserts statutory claims of race, disability, and gender discrimination and a claim 

of retaliation under the Missouri Human Rights Act (MHRA), RSMo. § 213.010 et seq. on behalf 

of herself and all those similarly situated, making jurisdiction appropriate for this Court. 

4. Defendant MODOC employs its workforce and transacts business in Jackson County, 

Missouri, and the discriminatory actions occurred at Plaintiff’s place of employment in Jackson 

County, Missouri, thus venue is proper. 

5. Plaintiff timely filed a charge of discrimination (attached hereto and incorporated herein as 

Exhibit A) and an amended charge of discrimination (attached hereto and incorporated herein as 

Exhibit B) with the Missouri Commission on Human Rights (MCHR) on or about May 12, 2017 

and April 6, 2018, respectively, within 180 days of the acts for which she is seeking relief under 

the MHRA, raising all of the claims being raised in this lawsuit. Alternatively, all claims would 

arise out of the investigation of such claims. 

6. On August 29, 2018, the MCHR issued a Notice of Right to Sue (Attached hereto and 

incorporated herein as Exhibit C) and Plaintiff filed her Petition within 90 days of her receipt of 

said Notice. All conditions precedent to the filing of this lawsuit have occurred. 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CLAIMS 

7. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained within the preceding 

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

8. Plaintiff is a white female over the age of forty who suffers from a condition for which she 

is prescribed anxiety medications.  In addition, during the course of her employment, Plaintiff has 

received cancer treatment. 

9. Plaintiff has been employed by MODOC since on or about August 1989. 
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10. Other than a short period of time in 1994, Plaintiff has worked for Defendant MODOC on 

a continuous basis from the date of her hire until the date of filing this petition. 

11. During the course of her employment, Plaintiff generally received successful performance 

reviews which led to regular raises and allowed her to pursue promotional opportunities. 

12. As a result, Plaintiff advanced through the ranks of MODOC to the point of becoming 

Deputy Warden at the Kansas City Reentry Center (“KCRC”). 

13. While at KCRC, Lily Angelo was promoted to Warden and was a direct supervisor of 

Plaintiff. 

14. During her tenure at KCRC, Plaintiff witnessed and was subjected to various 

discriminatory behaviors perpetuated by Warden Angelo. 

15. Warden Angelo engaged in erratic behavior, including but not limited to, yelling at Plaintiff 

in a manner that she would not do to non-white or non-female employees. 

16. During Plaintiff’s tenure at the KCRC, Plaintiff would field complaints from MODOC 

employees regarding violation of their rights under the MHRA.  Plaintiff often received these 

complaints because employees were aware that she would listen and follow up to the best of her 

ability to resolve complaints of harassment or discrimination. 

17. Plaintiff would field employee complaints and send them to Warden Angelo for 

investigation. 

18. In addition to participating in the employee complaint procedure, Plaintiff witnessed 

Warden Angelo labeling and color-coordinating employees based on their genders.  Plaintiff 

informed Warden Angelo that she should not be categorizing employees in this manner or making 

her employment decisions based on gender. 
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19. Also, Plaintiff was asked by Warden Angelo to create a plan to prevent employees from 

using leave due to their disabilities.  Plaintiff opposed this directive and told the Warden that such 

a plan would be illegal.  As a result, Plaintiff made a write-up over the incident and copied 

Assistant Division Director Cyndi Prudden on it. 

20. Also, Plaintiff served on the executive hiring board with Warden Angelo.  During that time, 

Warden Angelo regularly discussed applicants’ race, color, national origin and sexual orientation.  

At these times, Plaintiff would object to the discussion of such matters and advise that allowing 

such factors to play any role in hiring would violate the law and internal MODOC policies. 

21. Following her oppositional behavior and because of Plaintiff’s race, gender and disability, 

Plaintiff was treated less favorably than similarly-situated and other employees who were not 

white, female, disabled or had engaged in protected oppositional behaviors.  Plaintiff was also 

subjected to a hostile work environment. 

22. Plaintiff was informed by another Deputy Warden, a black male, that Warden Angelo 

instructed him to make efforts to make Plaintiff look bad and undermine her work. 

23. Warden Angelo interfered with Plaintiff’s ability to supervise a direct subordinate who was 

a black female by preventing Plaintiff from addressing said employee’s bad behaviors and 

allowing said employee to speak to Plaintiff belligerently and to otherwise disrespect Plaintiff. 

24. In addition, Plaintiff testified in the case of Karla Cobb v. Missouri Department of 

Corrections on or about October 2016 wherein she provided some favorable testimony for Ms. 

Cobb. 

25. During the deposition for Ms. Cobb, Plaintiff was provided a copy of the investigative 

report of Ann Malloy in which Ms. Malloy documented instances of improper behavior occurring 

at MODOC.  The content of Ms. Malloy’s investigation was upsetting to Plaintiff.  However, the 
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attorney for the state scolded Plaintiff during a break in the deposition and told her not to let the 

examining attorney know that the report was upsetting to her. 

26. Around the time that Plaintiff opposed the above-described illegal practices and 

approximately a week after Plaintiff’s testimony in the Cobb case, Warden Angelo informed 

Plaintiff that she was placing Plaintiff on an employee plan. 

27. Despite being allegedly placed on a plan in October 2016, Plaintiff was not provided a 

copy of the employee plan at that time.  Plaintiff was then told in December 2016 by Cyndi 

Prudden, she would be placing Plaintiff on an employee plan. 

28. During the times that Plaintiff was on a plan, Cyndi Prudden and Warden Angelo 

continually refused to provide Plaintiff with copies of the plan or log notes which would have 

allowed Plaintiff to understand the expectations for improvement.  In addition, they failed to meet 

with Plaintiff throughout the plan period as required by the plan. 

29. Plaintiff made her own complaint of violations of the MHRA to which she was subjected.  

Rather investigate, Plaintiff was demeaned and yelled at for making her complaint. 

30. Further, on or about March 9, 2017, Julie Kempker and Cyndi Prudden came to Plaintiff’s 

office and required Plaintiff to take a demotion to Probation and Parole Unit Supervisor.  Said 

supervisors placed a voluntary demotion statement in front of Plaintiff and told her she must sign 

it or there was no guarantee that there would be a position for Plaintiff come the following Monday.  

They also informed Plaintiff that the demotion would allow Plaintiff to get healthy, a direct 

statement regarding Plaintiff’s disability.   

31. The following day, the MODOC Director circulated a letter statewide identifying 

Plaintiff’s demotion to Unit Supervisor, while identifying her peer, Bryant Holmes, would be 

“laterally transferred.” 
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32. Since the time of Plaintiff’s demotion, Plaintiff provided favorable testimony in the case 

of Michelle Findley v. Missouri Department of Corrections, Gena Ross v. Missouri Department of 

Correction, and Richard Dixson v. Missouri Department of Corrections. 

33. Since the time of Plaintiff’s demotion and following her testimony in the Findley, Ross, 

and Dixson cases, she has applied for a series of promotions which would place Plaintiff back in 

the ranking of Corrections Band Manager 1.  However, she has been denied said promotions while 

the positions have either remained open or been filled by employees who are less qualified than 

she. 

34. In addition to being passes over for promotion, Plaintiff’s job location and job 

responsibilities have been shuffled such that she has been required to engage in less favorable job 

duties which include but are not limited to: 

a. Completing secretarial work at an office location more than an hour’s drive 

from Plaintiff’s regular work location; 

b. Driving hours during a given day to complete work duties; 

c. Commuting to locations separate from her regular work location;  

d. Being placed in positions where there is no work for her to do; and 

e. Being subjected to an investigation without being provided information as 

to the cause for or the content of the investigation. 

35. As a result of the discriminatory acts alleged herein, Plaintiff has suffered lost wages, lost 

benefits, garden variety emotional distress and other damages. 
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COUNT I 
Race/Color Discrimination and Hostile Work Environment in violation of the MHRA 

 
36. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the factual allegations in the preceding paragraphs and 

within Exhibits A-C, attached hereto, as if set forth herein. 

37. Plaintiff was a member of a protected class in that she is a white female.   

38. Plaintiff was subjected to a hostile and offensive work environment including but not 

limited to the Defendant’s conduct in subjecting Plaintiff to erratic behaviors, yelling at Plaintiff, 

making physically aggressive movements during private meetings with Plaintiff, placing Plaintiff 

on an unwarranted plan, failing to follow the employee plan guidelines and procedures, treating 

her less favorably than non-white employees, asking co-workers to undermine Plaintiff’s work or 

make her look bad, preventing Plaintiff from being able to address behaviors with a black 

subordinate, failing to investigate Plaintiff’s complaints, discussing race/color during the hiring 

board process, and forcing Plaintiff to accept an involuntary demotion.  

39. Defendant’s conduct as described herein and the preceding paragraphs was part of a pattern 

and practice of conduct perpetuated to discriminate against Plaintiff because of her race/color. 

40. The conduct described above resulted in one or more adverse employment actions to 

Plaintiff, including without limitation: the continuation and worsening of a hostile and offensive 

work environment. 

41. Defendant knew or should have known of the discrimination and hostile work environment 

because of Plaintiff’s race/color but failed to take prompt remedial action in response. 

42. As a result of the hostile and offensive work environment and other discriminatory conduct 

because of race/color, Plaintiff suffered lost wages and benefits, past and future, garden variety 

emotional distress, mental anguish, stress, pain and suffering, inconvenience, embarrassment, 

humiliation, lost career opportunities, and other non-pecuniary losses. 
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43. The conduct of Defendant was outrageous, reflected an evil motive and/or was in conscious 

disregard for Plaintiff’s rights, such that Plaintiff is entitled to an award of punitive damages in the 

amount determined by a jury of her peers. 

44. At all times described herein, the persons responsible for perpetrating the discriminatory 

conduct were agents, servants, and employees of Defendant and were at all such times acting 

within the scope and course of their agency and employment. 

45. Plaintiff is also entitled to recover all of her costs, expenses, expert witness fees, and 

attorneys’ fees incurred in this matter. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendant in an amount that is fair 

and reasonable for actual damages, compensatory and punitive damages, all costs, expenses, expert 

witness fees and attorneys’ fees incurred herein, for interest at the highest lawful rate, and for such 

other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 

COUNT II 
Sex/Gender Discrimination and Hostile Work Environment in violation of the MHRA 

 
46. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the factual allegations in the preceding 

paragraphs and within Exhibits A-C, attached hereto, as if set forth herein. 

47. Plaintiff was a member of a protected class in that she is a white female.   

48. Plaintiff was subjected to a hostile and offensive work environment including but 

not limited to the Defendant’s conduct in subjecting Plaintiff to erratic behaviors, yelling at 

Plaintiff, making physically aggressive movements during private meetings with Plaintiff, placing 

Plaintiff on an unwarranted plan, failing to follow the employee plan guidelines and procedures, 

treating her less favorably than non-female employees, asking co-workers to undermine Plaintiff’s 

work or make her look bad, preventing Plaintiff from being able to address behaviors with a black 
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subordinate, failing to investigate Plaintiff’s complaints, categorizing Plaintiff by her gender, 

discussing gender and sexual orientation during the hiring board process, and forcing Plaintiff to 

accept an involuntary demotion.  

49. Defendant’s conduct as described herein and the preceding paragraphs was part of 

a pattern and practice of conduct perpetuated to discriminate against Plaintiff because of her 

sex/gender. 

50. The conduct described above resulted in one or more adverse employment actions 

to Plaintiff, including without limitation: the continuation and worsening of a hostile and offensive 

work environment. 

51. Defendant knew or should have known of the discrimination and hostile work 

environment because of Plaintiff’s sex/gender but failed to take prompt remedial action in 

response. 

52. As a result of the hostile and offensive work environment and other discriminatory 

conduct based on sex/gender, Plaintiff suffered lost wages and benefits, past and future, garden 

variety emotional distress, mental anguish, stress, pain and suffering, inconvenience, 

embarrassment, humiliation, lost career opportunities, and other non-pecuniary losses. 

53. The conduct of Defendant was outrageous, reflected an evil motive and/or was in 

conscious disregard for Plaintiff’s rights, such that Plaintiff is entitled to an award of punitive 

damages in the amount determined by a jury of her peers. 

54. At all times described herein, the persons responsible for perpetrating the 

discriminatory conduct were agents, servants, and employees of Defendant and were at all such 

times acting within the scope and course of their agency and employment. 
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55. Plaintiff is also entitled to recover all of her costs, expenses, expert witness fees, 

and attorneys’ fees incurred in this matter. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendant in an amount that is fair 

and reasonable for actual damages, compensatory and punitive damages, all costs, expenses, expert 

witness fees and attorneys’ fees incurred herein, for interest at the highest lawful rate, and for such 

other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 

COUNT III 
Disability Discrimination and Hostile Work Environment in violation of the MHRA 

 
56. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the factual allegations in the preceding 

paragraphs and within Exhibits A-C, attached hereto, as if set forth herein. 

57. Plaintiff was a member of a protected class in that she suffers from a condition for 

which she is prescribed anxiety medications.  In addition, during the course of her employment, 

Plaintiff has received cancer treatment.   

58. Plaintiff was subjected to a hostile and offensive work environment including but 

not limited to the Defendant’s conduct in subjecting Plaintiff to erratic behaviors, yelling at 

Plaintiff, making physically aggressive movements during private meetings with Plaintiff, placing 

Plaintiff on an unwarranted plan, failing to follow the employee plan guidelines and procedures, 

treating her less favorably than non-female employees, asking co-workers to undermine Plaintiff’s 

work or make her look bad, preventing Plaintiff from being able to address behaviors with a black 

subordinate, failing to investigate Plaintiff’s complaints, asking Plaintiff to investigate the use of 

FMLA and create a plan to prevent employees from using FMLA leave, and forcing Plaintiff to 

accept an involuntary demotion which her superiors made reference to her disabilities.  
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59. Defendant’s conduct as described herein and the preceding paragraphs was part of 

a pattern and practice of conduct perpetuated to discriminate against Plaintiff because of her 

disability. 

60. The conduct described above resulted in one or more adverse employment actions 

to Plaintiff, including without limitation: the continuation and worsening of a hostile and offensive 

work environment. 

61. Defendant knew or should have known of the discrimination and hostile work 

environment because of Plaintiff’s disability but failed to take prompt remedial action in response. 

62. As a result of the hostile and offensive work environment and other discriminatory 

conduct based on sex/gender, Plaintiff suffered lost wages and benefits, past and future, garden 

variety emotional distress, mental anguish, stress, pain and suffering, inconvenience, 

embarrassment, humiliation, lost career opportunities, and other non-pecuniary losses. 

63. The conduct of Defendant was outrageous, reflected an evil motive and/or was in 

conscious disregard for Plaintiff’s rights, such that Plaintiff is entitled to an award of punitive 

damages in the amount determined by a jury of her peers. 

64. At all times described herein, the persons responsible for perpetrating the 

discriminatory conduct were agents, servants, and employees of Defendant and were at all such 

times acting within the scope and course of their agency and employment. 

65. Plaintiff is also entitled to recover all of her costs, expenses, expert witness fees, 

and attorneys’ fees incurred in this matter. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendant in an amount that is fair 

and reasonable for actual damages, compensatory and punitive damages, all costs, expenses, expert 
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witness fees and attorneys’ fees incurred herein, for interest at the highest lawful rate, and for such 

other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 
 

COUNT IV 
Retaliation in violation of the MHRA 

 
66. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the factual allegations in the preceding 

paragraphs and within Exhibits A-C, attached hereto, as if set forth herein. 

67. During her employment, Plaintiff would field complaints from MODOC employees 

regarding violations of their rights under the MHRA.  Plaintiff would field employee complaints 

and send them to her superiors for investigation. 

68. In addition to participating in the employee complaint procedure, Plaintiff 

witnessed Warden Angelo labeling and color-coordinating employees based on their genders.  

Plaintiff opposed this practice and informed Warden Angelo that she should not be categorizing 

employees in this manner or making her employment decisions based on gender. 

69. Also, Plaintiff was asked by Warden Angelo to create a plan to prevent employees 

from using leave due to their disabilities.  Plaintiff opposed this directive and told the Warden that 

such a plan would be illegal.   

70. Also, Plaintiff served on the executive hiring board with Warden Angelo.  During 

that time, Warden Angelo regularly discussed applicants’ race, color, national origin and sexual 

orientation.  At these times, Plaintiff would object to the discussion of such matters and advise that 

allowing such factors to play any role in hiring would violate the law and internal MODOC 

policies. 

71. In addition, Plaintiff complained to Defendant and objected to and opposed the 

discrimination, harassment, and hostile work environment perpetrated on her. 
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72. Plaintiff filed charges of discrimination with the Missouri Commission on Human 

Rights and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

73. Plaintiff provided favorable testimony for employees who filed lawsuits or made 

claims of discrimination and retaliation under the provisions of the MHRA. 

74. In all of the above listed ways, Plaintiff engaged in protected activity under the 

MHRA.  

75. Following Plaintiff’s opposition to the discrimination, harassment, and hostile work 

environment, Plaintiff was subjected to a hostile and offensive work environment including but 

not limited to the Defendant’s conduct in subjecting Plaintiff to erratic behaviors, yelling at 

Plaintiff, making physically aggressive movements during private meetings with Plaintiff, placing 

Plaintiff on an unwarranted plan, failing to follow the employee plan guidelines and procedures, 

treating her less favorably than non-female employees, asking co-workers to undermine Plaintiff’s 

work or make her look bad, preventing Plaintiff from being able to address behaviors with a black 

subordinate, failing to investigate Plaintiff’s complaints, asking Plaintiff to investigate the use of 

FMLA and create a plan to prevent employees from using FMLA leave, forcing Plaintiff to accept 

an involuntary demotion which her superiors made reference to her disabilities, demeaning and 

yelling at Plaintiff for making her complaint, passing Plaintiff over for promotions, changing 

Plaintiff’s job duties, requiring Plaintiff to commute to different sites to perform her duties, 

subjecting her to investigation without being provided with the cause for or the content of the 

investigation, and failing to investigate Plaintiff’s complaints of discrimination.  

76. Defendant further failed to take any remedial action with regard to Plaintiff’s 

complaints of discrimination. 

E
lectronically F

iled - Jackson - Independence - O
ctober 23, 2018 - 11:26 A

M



14 
 

77. The conduct described above resulted in one or more adverse employment actions 

to Plaintiff, including without limitation: the continuation and worsening of a hostile and lost 

promotional opportunities. 

78. Defendant knew or should have known of the retaliation and hostile work 

environment because of Plaintiff’s protected activity but failed to take prompt remedial action in 

response. 

79. As a result of the hostile and offensive work environment and retaliation against 

Plaintiff, Plaintiff suffered lost wages and benefits, past and future, garden variety emotional 

distress, mental anguish, stress, pain and suffering, inconvenience, embarrassment, humiliation, 

lost career opportunities, and other non-pecuniary losses. 

80. The conduct of Defendant was outrageous, reflected an evil motive and/or was in 

conscious disregard for Plaintiff’s rights, such that Plaintiff is entitled to an award of punitive 

damages in the amount determined by a jury of her peers. 

81. At all times described herein, the persons responsible for perpetrating the retaliation 

were agents, servants, and employees of Defendant and were at all such times acting within the 

scope and course of their agency and employment. 

82. Plaintiff is also entitled to recover all of her costs, expenses, expert witness fees, 

and attorneys’ fees incurred in this matter. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendant in an amount that is fair 

and reasonable for actual damages, compensatory and punitive damages, all costs, expenses, expert 

witness fees and attorneys’ fees incurred herein, for interest at the highest lawful rate, and for such 

other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury on all of the allegations contained in this Petition 

that are triable before a jury. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLAYTER & PLAYTER, LLC 
 
  /s/ Chris R. Playter    
Eric S. Playter, MO #58975 
Chris R. Playter, MO #65109 
400 SW Longview Blvd, Suite 220 
Lee’s Summit, MO 64081 
(816) 666-8902 
(816) 666-8903 (Facsimile) 
eric@playter.com 
chris@playter.com 

       ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 
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