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

HOUSTON DIVISION 
 

CITY OF HOUSTON, 
 
   Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
GENUINE PARTS COMPANY, 
 
   Defendant. 
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CASE NO. ____________________ 
 
 
 
 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 
COMPLAINT 

  
 City of Houston (the “City”) files this complaint against Genuine Parts Company 

(“GPC”).   

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

1. For the past five years, GPC has been the exclusive provider of auto parts for the 

City’s approximately 13,000 police cars, fire trucks, ambulances, and other vehicles that the City 

uses to provide services to the citizens of Houston.  GPC promised to save the City money, and 

the City trusted GPC to fulfill its duties, including properly charging the City for parts and 

operating costs.  When the City audited the operating costs charged by GPC for 2014, however, 

its conclusions were shocking: in breach of its contract and the trust placed in it by the City, GPC 

consistently overcharged the City for the work it performed.  GPC has offered excuses rather 

than a refund, requiring the City to bring this lawsuit.   
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PARTIES 

2. The City is a Texas home rule municipal corporation, established by and 

functioning under its City Charter with its place of business in Houston, Harris County, Texas. 

3. GPC is a foreign, for-profit corporation incorporated in the State of Georgia, with 

its principal place of business in Atlanta, Georgia, and doing business in Harris County, Texas.   

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

4. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a)(1).  There is 

complete diversity between the parties because the City is a citizen of the State of Texas and  

GPC is a citizen of the State of Georgia.  The amount in controversy exceeds $75,000 exclusive 

of interest and costs. 

5. This Court has personal jurisdiction over GPC because this action arose from, and 

is connected with, GPC’s purposeful acts committed in Texas.  GPC’s continuous and systematic 

activities in the State of Texas include maintaining an office in Dallas, Texas and operating 

stores in Houston, Texas.  GPC directly and intentionally transacted business in this district with 

respect to the matters at issue in this lawsuit.  A substantial part of the events giving rise to and at 

issue in this lawsuit occurred in this district.  Additionally, Part V, Section 6.1 of the contract 

governing the relationship between the parties provides that the contract is “subject to the laws of 

the State of Texas.”  

6. Venue in this Court is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) because a substantial 

part of the events and omissions giving rise to the City’s claims occurred in Houston, Texas.  

Additionally, Part V, Section 6.2 of the contract provides for venue in Harris County, Texas.  
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FACTS 

A. THE CITY’S VEHICLES 

7. The City operates, repairs, and maintains a fleet of approximately 13,000 

vehicles.  These vehicles serve many City departments and include the City’s police cars, fire 

trucks, and ambulances.   

8. The City also operates vehicle maintenance facilities at which vehicle parts and 

services are provided for routine, preventive, and emergency maintenance of the City’s vehicles.   

9. The City’s Fleet Management Department supervises the City’s fleet of vehicles 

and maintenance facilities.  Previously, this responsibility was divided among City departments, 

including, for example, the Houston Fire Department, the Solid Waste Management Department, 

and the Houston Police Department.    

10. With the exception of the Public Works and Engineering Department and the 

Houston Airport System, the City, until 2010, stocked and managed its vehicle maintenance 

facilities, and all services related to the warehousing of the parts were performed by City 

employees.   

B. THE CITY SEEKS A NEW CONTRACTOR TO MANAGE A CONSOLIDATED OPERATION 

11. In 2010, the City solicited bids from auto parts suppliers for a five-year contract 

to stock and manage the vehicle replacement parts storerooms at all of the City’s vehicle 

maintenance facilities.  Inventory would include all vehicle repair and replacement parts, tires, 

lubricants, antifreeze, special hydraulic fluids, oil, and grease.  In addition, the successful 

bidding contractor would adequately staff storerooms at each of the City’s maintenance facilities.   

12. Eleven prospective bidders downloaded the bid solicitation, and the City 

ultimately received bids from two vendors.  The City carefully considered the bid proposals, 

which were evaluated based on bid responsiveness, qualifications and experience of personnel 
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assigned to the project, resources, pricing, similar prior experience and performance, and 

compliance with the City’s small, minority, and women business enterprise program.   

13. GPC represented to the City that it had expertise in the provision of auto parts for 

large fleets for corporations and other municipalities.
1
  Additionally, GPC represented that 

selection of its bid would result in better management of the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities 

and an overall cost savings.  The City Purchasing Agent recommended that City Council award 

the Contract to GPC. 

14. The City Purchasing Agent’s recommendation stated, based on representations 

made by GPC representatives, that the Contract “will produce significant direct savings (parts 

prices, cost of inventory, personnel, and operations), as well as increased efficiencies in the parts 

storerooms and [vehicle maintenance facilities].”  The projected savings from personnel and 

operations was expected to be between $800,000 and $1,000,000 annually.  The City approved 

an ordinance awarding a contract to GPC effective December 29, 2010. 

C. THE GPC CONTRACT 

15. The City and GPC executed a contract dated January 6, 2011 (the “Contract”).  

The Contract provided for a five-year term beginning on the date to be specified in the Notice to 

Proceed.  The amount to be paid to GPC was not to exceed $95,068,803.75.  The Contract 

described GPC’s scope of work as “providing ‘Just in Time’ inventory on demand for vehicle 

repairs for the [City],” and also “provid[ing] all supervision, labor, and transportation necessary 

to issue vehicle parts, fluids (except fuel) and supplies at various vehicle maintenance 

facilities . . . located throughout the [City].”   

                                                 
1
 The largest division of GPC is the Automotive Parts Group, which distributes auto parts and 

accessories and is known for its NAPA-brand auto parts. 
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16. As part of the transition from City-run facilities to GPC-run facilities, the City and 

GPC took inventory of the City-owned parts that were already in the City’s storerooms.  The 

parts were divided into two categories: Category 1 parts were “sellable” parts that were part of 

GPC’s catalog, and Category 2 parts were either not sellable or not in GPC’s catalog.  The 

parties agreed that GPC would purchase the Category 1 parts from the City at a set price and 

would re-issue them as needed at GPC’s “base parts price,” which was stated in GPC’s catalog.  

Category 2 parts would be kept in inventory and would be re-issued to the City as needed at zero 

cost.   

17. The transitional phase also provided for an interface between GPC’s data 

management system known as TAMS and the City’s fleet management data system known as 

M5.  All parts, inventory, and inventory activities were required to be tracked by GPC in M5.   

18. During the post-transitional, “operational phase” of the Contract, GPC would 

stock the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities with parts as agreed by both parties.  GPC would 

own the replacement parts inventory at each of the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities and 

would be responsible for managing all parts storeroom activities “in strict accordance with the 

requirements” of the Contract, ensuring that part availability standards would be consistently met 

or exceeded. 

19. As part of its operation of the vehicle maintenance facilities, GPC was required to 

follow certain procedures for provision of parts for City vehicles.  A City mechanic would 

submit a parts request form to GPC.  GPC would acknowledge receipt of the form and provide 

the requested part.  GPC was required to record the issuance of the part into the City’s M5 

system, provide a part-issue record for the mechanic to sign, and timestamp the part issue 

occurrence so that GPC could track inventory and thereby ensure adequate availability.   
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20. For all parts other than Category 2 parts (which were to be provided at zero cost 

to the City), GPC agreed to offer the City its “base parts price,” which was “the lowest price 

available nationally through [GPC’s] catalog and/or internal network of suppliers.”   

21. Invoicing was to be completed monthly for each maintenance facility.  The 

Contract required that all parts invoicing would include specific information, including the date, 

the M5 work order number, the part number, a description of the part and the name of the part 

manufacturer, the unit and quantity of sale, the base parts price, GPC’s surcharge (profit) 

amount, the total price for all items listed, and the name of the City employee receiving each 

part.  For parts purchased by GPC that were not included in the base parts catalog, GPC was 

required to provide supporting documentation for price verification purposes.   

22. GPC’s monthly invoicing would also include its “basic operating costs,” for each 

facility.  “Basic operating costs” were defined in Section 7.3.5 of Exhibit B-1 to the Contract to 

include certain categories of actual costs incurred by GPC.   

23. The parties agreed that GPC would furnish and maintain a performance bond in 

the amount of 100% of the total contract cost, renewable annually, for a period not to exceed one 

year.  If the City exercised its option to extend the agreement beyond the initial term of one year 

and GPC agreed, GPC was required to furnish a performance bond for each renewal year.   

24. The parties further agreed that City representatives may perform or have 

performed audits of GPC’s books and records and inspections of all places where work is 

undertaken in connection with the Contract.  GPC was required to keep its books and records 

available for this purpose for at least two years after the termination of the Contract.   

D. THE CITY PERFORMS UNDER THE CONTRACT 

25. The Contract term began in January 2011.   
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26. Each month, GPC submitted two invoices to the City for reimbursement: one for 

parts inventory issued and the other for operating costs.  A Profit and Loss (“P&L”) statement 

served as GPC’s invoice for the operating costs for the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities.   

27. The City paid GPC’s invoices for both parts and operating costs. 

28. The total allocation set by City Ordinance and by the Contract was depleted much 

earlier than expected.  By June 25, 2015, expenditures on the Contract totaled $93,223,646.   

29. A change order was approved by City Ordinance on June 22, 2015, increasing the 

contract amount by $23,767,201 to a total allocation of $118,836,005.   

30. On October 15, 2015, the Contract was given a 90-day, one-time extension to 

April 16, 2016.   

E. THE CITY AUDIT 

31. Beginning in approximately May 2014, the City’s Audit Division requested 

information from GPC to conduct an audit of certain GPC invoices.  The City initially requested 

documentation related to parts invoicing for 2011 through 2013.  GPC advised the City that parts 

invoicing data for 2011 and 2012 was not in usable form because GPC’s TAMS system did not 

interface with the City’s M5 system for the first nine months of 2011.  During the remainder of 

2011 and throughout 2012, GPC worked to correct the data input issues.  The Audit Division 

then requested data for parts invoicing for 2013.  The 2013 data GPC provided from its TAMS 

system did not match the data GPC entered in the City’s M5 system.  The City requested the 

backup documentation for the 2013 invoicing related to both parts and operating costs, but GPC 

could not locate all of the data.  GPC representatives found only some of its invoicing 

information and stated that other invoicing backup may have been lost or destroyed, but in any 

event was not retrievable.  The only data the City was able to obtain and review from 2011 and 

2012 was information relating to GPC’s re-issuance of Category 2 parts.  Because data could not 
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be obtained for a review of GPC’s parts and operating costs invoicing for the 2011-2013 

calendar years, the Audit Division narrowed the scope of its review to include only GPC’s 

operating costs charged for the 2014 calendar year. 

32. In performing the 2014 calendar year audit of the operating costs charged by 

GPC, the Audit Division requested and reviewed documents and data sources, including the 

Contract, GPC’s policies for operations of the City’s maintenance facilities, electronic copies of 

GPC’s P&L statements, supporting documentation for those P&L statements, and interviews of 

the Fleet Management Department and GPC staff.   

33. The audit was conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted Government 

Auditing Standards and in conformance with the International Standards for the Professional 

Practice of Internal Auditing.   

34. The audit’s findings reported several categories of overcharges.  The audit 

revealed that GPC overcharged the City, and the City overpaid GPC, by at least $1 million for 

the 2014 calendar year.   

35. The audit revealed that GPC improperly calculated operating costs that were to be 

passed on to the City.  The Contract provided that the City would reimburse GPC for its actual 

operating costs associated with the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities.  If, for example, GPC 

purchased office supplies in connection with its operation of the City’s vehicle maintenance 

facilities, the Contract contemplated that those office supplies would be charged to the City at 

their actual cost.  Instead, GPC calculated its operating costs as a percentage of sales.  Three line 

items on GPC’s P&L statements were calculated as a percentage of sales: Accounting & Data 

Processing Salaries, General Office Salaries, and Employee Benefit Pension funds.  Thus, GPC 

Case 4:16-cv-00694   Document 1   Filed in TXSD on 03/15/16   Page 8 of 18



 9 

improperly calculated its operating costs in a manner that violated the terms of the Contract and 

overcharged the City for those costs.  

36. The audit revealed that GPC improperly calculated labor rates for the City’s 

vehicle maintenance facilities.  Like operating costs, labor rates were to be charged to the City 

based on GPC’s actual costs.  The Contract specified annual labor rates for salaries and overtime 

for storeroom employees and delivery drivers.  In violation of the Contract terms, GPC paid 

labor rates in excess of the contractually-specified rates and justified those rates by averaging its 

employees’ salaries, overcharging the City. 

37. The audit revealed that GPC also overcharged labor rates for its subcontracted 

delivery drivers.  GPC utilized three of its own employees as delivery drivers, and subcontracted 

the remainder of the delivery work to Jones Delivery Service, Inc. (“Jones Delivery”).  During 

2014, GPC invoiced the City for 50 Jones Delivery drivers, 26 of whom were full-time 

equivalent employees (i.e., working an average of 40 or more hours per week).  GPC’s invoicing 

to the City for the Jones Delivery drivers exceeded the established labor rate for 19 of the 26 full-

time equivalent delivery drivers.  Thus, GPC overcharged the City for 2014 subcontractor labor 

costs.   

38. The audit also revealed that GPC invoiced the City for GPC’s personal property 

taxes.  GPC invoiced the City for property taxes related to parts inventory owned by GPC and 

held at the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities.  (In addition, GPC invoiced the City for 

personal property taxes related to other GPC-owned property, such as equipment.)  The Contract 

did not provide for reimbursement of GPC’s property taxes.  Thus, GPC overcharged the City by 

including property taxes in its invoice.   
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39. The audit revealed that GPC charged the City for the issuance of Category 2 

(zero-cost) parts in 2011 and 2012.  The Contract required GPC to issue these parts to the City at 

no cost because the City had already purchased them from other suppliers when GPC assumed 

operations at the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities, and GPC did not purchase them from the 

City.  In other words, GPC charged the City for parts it already owned.  GPC did not properly 

inventory those parts and improperly charged the City for them when they were issued. 

40. GPC also failed to maintain a performance bond as required by the Contract.  

GPC maintained a performance bond for the initial two-and-a-half years of the term, but GPC 

failed to renew the performance bond after that period.   

41. The City reasonably trusted GPC, especially because GPC represented to the City 

that it had expertise in managing vehicle maintenance storerooms and inventory for other 

municipalities and large corporations.  GPC exploited and took advantage of the City’s trust and 

comparative lack of knowledge and experience about GPC’s invoicing processes.  GPC also 

concealed or destroyed information so that the City could not determine the extent to which GPC 

was submitting improper charges for payment.  In fact, to this day, most of the evidence of 

GPC’s overcharging is in GPC’s sole possession, even though it is contained in records that 

contractually belong to the City and is information that the City has asked for repeatedly. 

42. Other than charges for Category 2 parts, the overcharges identified by the City’s 

audit related only to the 2014 calendar year.  The City alleges upon information and belief that 

GPC similarly overcharged the City during the entire term of the Contract.   

CAUSES OF ACTION 

I. BREACH OF CONTRACT 
 

43. The Contract constitutes a valid, enforceable contract.   

44. The City, as a party to the Contract, has standing to sue for breach of the Contract.   
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45. The City performed its obligations under the Contract, or was excused from 

performing one or more of its obligations due to GPC’s prior material breach or otherwise. 

46. GPC breached the Contract in one or more of the following independent ways:  

a. Overcharging the City for its basic operating costs by calculating the costs 

as a percentage of sales rather than charging the City GPC’s actual costs;  

b. Overcharging labor rates for GPC employees; the labor rates GPC charged 

the City for GPC employees were in excess of the contractually specified 

rates;  

c. Overcharging labor rates for GPC’s subcontractors; the labor rates GPC 

charged the City for subcontractor delivery drivers were in excess of the 

contractually-specified rates;  

d. Improperly invoicing the City for its personal property taxes without any 

contractual basis; in addition to taxes on the auto parts inventory, GPC 

invoiced the City for taxes on GPC’s own assets, such as equipment; 

e. Charging the City for Category 2 parts which the City owned and were to 

be issued at zero cost to the City;  

f. Failing to record all parts inventory and activity in the City’s M5 data 

management system; 

g. Failing to maintain a performance bond;  

h. Failing to maintain its books and records for the parts and services it 

provided;  
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i. Failing to establish appropriate quality controls to ensure that the invoices 

GPC generated were accurate and therefore likely to result in proper 

payment; and  

j. Failing to comply with its express warranties as to performance under the 

Contract.   

47. GPC was given notice of its breaches, the City’s intent not to renew the Contract, 

and an opportunity to cure its breach.  Nevertheless, GPC refused to fully cure its breaches.   

48. As a natural, probable, and foreseeable consequence of GPC’s breaches, the City 

suffered substantial actual damages including but not limited to out-of-pocket costs, loss of the 

benefit of its bargain, attorney’s fees, costs and expenses, and other damages.   

II. BREACH OF WARRANTY 
 

49. GPC sold goods and services to the City.   

50. In the Contract and in written and oral communications, GPC made 

representations and warranties to the City by affirmations of fact regarding its goods and 

services, including but not limited to representations and warranties regarding: (1) GPC’s 

charges for basic operating costs; (2) GPC’s ability to render the services it was required to 

perform, including its ability to maintain documentation and data related to its work for the City; 

(3) the quality of such services; and (4) other matters involving GPC’s inventory management.  

Additionally, GPC warranted that “all services performed under this contract will, at the time of 

acceptance, be free from defects in workmanship and conform to the requirements of this 

contract.”   

51. Those representations and warranties were part of the basis of the bargain 

between the City and GPC, and the City reasonably relied on them to its detriment. 
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52. GPC breached its representations and warranties by failing to provide services 

that conformed to the character and quality of the services GPC promised.    

53. The City notified GPC of its breaches and allowed GPC the opportunity to cure its 

breaches.  GPC failed and refused to fully cure its breaches. 

54. As a direct and proximate result of GPC’s breach of its warranties, the City 

suffered substantial actual damages including but not limited to out-of-pocket costs and other 

actual damages.  The City seeks and is entitled to actual damages and its reasonable and 

necessary attorney’s fees.   

III.  FRAUD 
 

55. GPC made false material written and oral representations and omissions to the 

City about the operating costs it would charge the City, its ability to maintain documentation 

related to its work for the City, its invoicing practices, and its expertise in performing inventory 

management for the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities. 

56. GPC and its personnel knew or should have known that the representations were 

false or they were reckless in making the representations, as positive assertions, without 

knowledge of their truth.    

57. GPC made these material misrepresentations with the intent that the City rely on 

them by continuing and not terminating the Contract and continuing to make payments for the 

charges GPC submitted. 

58. The City relied on GPC’s misrepresentations to its detriment by paying GPC’s 

invoices which contained unauthorized charges. 

59. As a direct and proximate cause of the City’s reasonable reliance on the foregoing 

representations, the City suffered actual damages and seeks to recover all such damages to which 
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it is entitled from GPC, as well as exemplary damages in an amount to be determined by the trier 

of fact.   

IV. FRAUDULENT INDUCEMENT 
 

60. GPC made false material written and oral representations and omissions to the 

City about the operating costs it would charge the City, its ability to maintain documentation 

related to its work for the City, its invoicing practices, and its expertise in performing inventory 

management for the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities. 

61. GPC and its personnel knew or should have known that the representations were 

false or they were reckless in making the representations, as positive assertions, without 

knowledge of their truth.    

62. GPC made these material misrepresentations with the intent that the City rely on 

them and enter into the Contract.   

63. The City reasonably relied on GPC’s misrepresentations to its detriment by 

entering into the Contract with GPC. 

64. As a direct and proximate cause of the City’s reasonable reliance on the foregoing 

representations, the City suffered actual damages and seeks to recover all such damages to which 

it is entitled from GPC, as well as exemplary damages in an amount to be determined by the trier 

of fact.   

V. FRAUD BY NONDISCLOSURE OR OMISSION 
 

65. GPC deliberately concealed from or failed to disclose to the City certain material 

facts about the operating costs it would charge the City, its ability to maintain documentation 

related to its work for the City, its invoicing practices, and its expertise in performing inventory 

management for the City’s vehicle maintenance facilities, which GPC had a duty to disclose.   
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66. GPC knew that the City had no knowledge of these facts and the City did not have 

an opportunity to discover the facts through reasonable diligence, which the City exercised.   

67. GPC was deliberately silent when it had a duty to speak.   

68. GPC concealed or failed to disclose these facts with the intent that the City 

continue and not terminate the Contract and continue to make payments for the charges GPC 

submitted. 

69. The City relied on GPC’s nondisclosure to the City’s detriment. 

70. GPC’s nondisclosure directly and proximately caused injury to the City, and the 

City seeks to recover all actual damages to which it is entitled from GPC, as well as exemplary 

damages in an amount to be determined by the trier of fact. 

VI. NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION 
 

71. GPC provided the City with information about the operating costs it would charge 

the City, its ability to maintain documentation related to its work for the City, its invoicing 

practices, and its expertise in performing inventory management for the City’s vehicle 

maintenance facilities.  This information was provided in the course of GPC’s business and in 

the course of the transaction between the City and GPC in which GPC has a pecuniary interest. 

72. This information GPC supplied was false.   

73. GPC and its agents did not exercise reasonable care or competence in obtaining or 

communicating the information.   

74. The City justifiably relied on the information GPC provided. 

75. The City suffered damages that were proximately caused by its reliance on the 

false information.  The City seeks to recover all actual and exemplary damages to which it is 

entitled in connection with GPC’s negligent misrepresentations.   
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VII. CONVERSION 
 

76. The City owns or otherwise has the right of immediate possession of certain 

personal property, including the business records, data, and information GPC refuses to provide 

the City, the Category 2 parts which were supposed to be issued to the City at zero cost, and the 

specific funds which are wrongfully held by GPC.   

77. GPC wrongfully, willfully, and without authorization assumed dominion and 

control over this property belonging to the City to the exclusion of and inconsistent with the 

City’s rights. 

78. The City demanded the return of the City’s property being held by GPC.   

79. GPC has failed to return the property and continues to exercise dominion and 

control over the City’s property. 

80. As a proximate cause of GPC’s actions, the City has suffered injury.  The City 

seeks actual damages in connection with GPC’s wrongful conduct. 

ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS 
 

81. The City’s claims are based upon a written agreement and pursuant to Section 

38.001 of the Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code, the City is entitled to recover its costs 

and reasonable and necessary attorney’s fees from GPC.   

82. All conditions precedent to the City’s recovery of its costs and attorney’s fees 

have occurred, or will occur prior to entry of judgment in this suit.   

RECITATIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 
 

83. All conditions precedent for which the City might have any burden have occurred 

or have been waived or excused, or GPC is estopped from relying on their non-occurrence.  The 

acts and omissions of GPC include the acts and omissions of GPC’s employees, authorized 
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representatives, persons with actual authority, persons with apparent authority, agents, and may 

include others as well.  In the unlikely event the City is found to owe any amounts to GPC, the 

City claims a right of offset against any such amount for the amounts awarded to the City in this 

action.  The City does not now make any election of remedies, but rather reserves its right to do 

so at the appropriate point.   

JURY DEMAND 
 

84. The City requests a jury trial in this action. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
 

The City respectfully requests that the Court enter judgment in favor of the City and 

against GPC for the following: 

(1) actual damages;  

(2) exemplary damages;  

(3) the City’s reasonable and necessary attorney’s fees and costs of suit;  

(4) prejudgment and post-judgment interest at the highest rate allowed by law; 

and  

(5) all other relief to which the City is entitled.   
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Date:  March 15, 2016 
 
 
       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Of Counsel:  
 
Bracewell LLP 
Nancy McEvily Davis 
Texas State Bar No. 24078971 
S.D. Bar No. 1365946 
Mark R. Wulfe 
Texas State Bar No. 24088681 
S.D. Bar No. 2440677 
711 Louisiana, Suite 2300 
Houston, Texas 77002 
(713) 221-2300 Telephone  
(713) 221-1212 Facsimile 
 

  /s/ Sean Gorman    
Sean Gorman 
Texas State Bar No. 08218100 
S.D. Bar No. 10168 
711 Louisiana Street, Suite 2300 
Houston, Texas 77002-2781 
(713) 223-2300 Telephone 
(713) 221-1212 Facsimile 
 
Attorney-In-Charge for City of Houston 

  
City of Houston  
Donna L. Edmundson 
City Attorney 
Texas State Bar No. 06432100 
Judith L. Ramsey 
Chief, General Litigation Section 
Texas State Bar No. 16519550 
S.D. Bar No. 1124189 
Patricia L. Casey 
Texas State Bar No. 03959075 
S.D. Bar No. 8001 
Senior Assistant City Attorney 
900 Bagby, 4th Floor 
Houston, TX 77002 
(832) 393-6302 Telephone 
(832) 393-6259 Facsimile 
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