CAUSE NO. CC-21-05230-C

JANE DOE § IN THE DALLAS
§
Plaintiff, §
§
vs. §
§ COUNTY COURT
§
§
§ .
ROBERT LOVELL, §
§ .
Defendant. § AT LAW NO. 3

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ORDER
TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

COMES NOW, Jane Doe, in the above-entitled cause and submits these findings of fact
and conclusions of law and requests this Court to issue such findings and conclusions pursuant to
Rules 296-299a of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. To the extent that any findings of fact may
be deemed conclusions of law, Plaintiff requests that they be considered conclusions of law; to the
extent that any conclusions of law may be deemed findings of fact, Plaintiff requests they be
considered findings of fact. Plaintiff respectfully submits the following:

After six days of trial and hearing lay and expert witnesses testify live and via video
deposition, analyzing numerous documents and medical records admitted into evidence the Court
enters the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law below.

1. This case was called to trial on Monday, November 3, 2025, and concluded on Monday,
November 10, 2025, when both Plaintiff and Defendant closed the evidence on the record.

2. Plaintiff, Jane Doe (Sarina Carrington) (hereinafter “Plaintiff” or “Jane Doe”) and
Robert Lovell (hereinafter “Lovell” or “Defendant™) agreed on the record to waive a jury and try
this case to the Court.

3. Plaintiff and Defendant are residents of the State of Texas.
4. Defendant was sued individually by Plaintiff.

5. Defendant is the sole owner and the President of a company called Home Marketing
Services, Inc. a’k/a HMS. Defendant and HMS are in the real estate business.

6. Plaintiff was employed by Defendant.
7. While Plaintiff was employed by Defendant, Defendant repeatedly asked Plaintiff to
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perform oral sex on him.

8. Defendant also requested sexual intercourse from Plaintiff as a condition of
employment.

9. Plaintiff reasonably believed she would lose her job if she rejected Defendant’s sexual
advances and, therefore, gave into same. The Court finds that Plaintiff’s testimony in this regard
was credible and believable.

10. Defendant would use code words when he wanted oral sex from Plaintiff in the HMS
workplace. Defendant would say, I think you need a “taste” if they were alone. If Plaintiff and
Defendant were in front of other people in the HMS office, Defendant would say he needed a “cup
of coffee.” Plaintiff knew that when Defendant said those code words, Defendant wanted oral sex.

11. Plaintiff tried to avoid being alone with Defendant in the office. When Plaintiff was
avoiding contact with Defendant by staying in her office at HMS, Defendant would come into
Plaintiff’s office and ask Plaintiff, what are we going to do about your daughter’s health insurance
premiums while simultaneously grabbing his penis area with his hand. Defendant then threatened
Plaintiff regarding Defendant no longer paying for Plaintiff’s daughter’s insurance premiums--if
Plaintiff didn’t give him oral sex.

12. The best sales leads at HMS were called “JR Leads.”
13. Defendant solely determined which employees received JR Leads.

14. When Plaintiff gave into Defendant’s demands for sex, Plaintiff received more JR
Leads. When she made excuses and did not immediately give into his demands, Defendant would
not give Plaintiff JR Leads.

15. Plaintiff testified that as a condition of working for Defendant that Plaintiff had to
engage in oral sex and sexual intercourse with Defendant. The Court finds that Plaintiff’s testimony
in this regard was credible and believable.

16. The court finds that other employees working for Home Marketing Services were
sexually harassed and corroborated Jane Doe's testimony regarding Defendant sexually harassing
female employees in the HMS workplace.

17. When Defendant had sexual intercourse with Plaintiff, he was very aggressive with her,
and Plaintiff testified how painful it was. Defendant would hold Plaintiff’s shoulders while
pushing her down.

18. Defendant denied any sexual activity at all with Plaintiff in his testimony during the
trial. The Court finds that Defendant’s denial of any sexual activity with Plaintiff was not credible
or believable.

19. Plaintiff knew physical characteristics of Defendant that Plaintiff could only know if
she engaged in sexual activity with Defendant.
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20. Plaintiff knew that Defendant had only one testicle, which.Defendant admitted.
21. Plaintiff knew Defendant has an uncircumcised penis, which Defendant admitted.

22. Plamtlff knew that Defendant’s ejaculate had a foul smell and foul taste, which
included tasting like coffee at times, which made her vomit.

23. Only after this litigation began did Plaintiff finally learn that what was making her
vomit after oral sex with Defendant was that Defendant had his prostate removed so when
Defendant ejaculates, he ejaculates urine and other bodily fluids.

24. Plaintiff never consented to being urinated on and urinated in.

25. Defendant knew that he was urinating on and in Plaintiff but never informed Plaintiff -
of that fact. Defendant’s actions constitute a sexual assault of Plaintiff.

26. Defendant’s own treating urologist confirmed that after Defendant’s prostate surgery
when Defendant ejaculates, he ejaculates urine.

27. At the tlme Defendant demanded sexual favors from Plamtlff as a condition of
Plaintiff’s employment, Defendant was married.

28. Plaintiff was not married and had her aging mom and young daughter living with her
at Plaintiff’s home at the time Defendant demanded sexual favors from Plaintiff as a condition of
Plaintiff’s employment.

29. Before going to work for Defendant, Plaintiff did not suffer depression, anxiety,
insomnia, vomiting spells, and headaches.

30. After going to work for Defendant, a doctor prescribed prescription medicine to treat
Plaintiff’s depression, anxiety, and insomnia.

31. One of Plaintiff’s adult daughters worked part-time for Defendant. In late October of
2021, Plaintiff’s oldest daughter, who was not living with Plaintiff, came into HMS’s offices.
Defendant saw Plaintiff’s daughter, who had recently given birth to a child, and told her that “your
boobs are huge” and “I wonder what your milk tastes like.”

32. Plaintiff’s daughter told Plaintiff what happened and that she (Plaintiff’s daughter)
would not come into Defendant’s office again without her husband.

33. On October 28, 2021, after Defendant sexually harassed Plaintiff’s daughter in the
HMS workplace. As a result of Defendant intentionally sexually harassing her daughtcr P1a1nt1ff
told Defendant that she was no longer going to submit to his sexual demands.

34. Defendant then willfully, intentionally, and maliciously began to retaliate against
Plaintiff. Defendant called his administrative assistant and instructed his administrative assistant
to cancel Plaintiff’s minor daughter’s medical health insurance. October 28, 2021, was a Thursday. -
Defendant cancelled Plaintiff’s daughter’s insurance effective Monday, November 1, 2021.
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Defendant gave Plaintiff one business day to find replacement medical health coverage for her 12-
year-old daughter.

35. Defendant intentionally cancelled Plaintiff’s minor daughter’s medical health coverage
with one business day’s notice in retaliation for Plaintiff’s refusal to engage in sexual acts with
him knowing Plaintiff would have to scramble to find medical health coverage for her minor
daughter.

36. To protect herself, Plaintiff retained Rogge Dunn and Rogge Dunn Group, PC to
represent her.

37. Plaintiff filed an EEOC discrimination Charge. Defendant received a copy of the
EEOC Charge.

38. After receiving Plaintiff’s EEOC Charge, Defendant retaliated against Plaintiff.

39. Plaintiff then filed an Amended Charge with the EEOC noting the retaliation including
the silent treatment.

40. Plaintiff obtained a Right To Sue letter from the EEOC.

41. Defendant then called Plaintiff into a meeting on Thursday, December 2, 2021, in his
office where there were two other employees already in Defendant’s office. One of Defendant’s
employees surreptitiously recorded that meeting.

42. Defendant testified at trial that during that meeting he never mentioned Plaintiff’s
EEOC Right to Sue Letter.

43. The audio recording Defendant’s employee surreptitiously made of that meeting was
then played at trial and Defendant is heard talking about the fact that the EEOC had issued Plaintiff
a Right to Sue Letter. The tape recording proves that Defendant’s trial testimony regarding the -
Right to Sue Letter was untrue.

44, On Sunday, December 5, 2021, jusi three days later, in retaliation, Defendant willfully,
intentionally, and maliciously had an attorney send Plaintiff a Notice of Termination of Plaintiff’s
job, effective immediately.

45. Defendant also willfully, maliciously, and intentionally retaliated against Plaintiff by
terminating Plaintiff’s job on a Sunday evening, December 5, 2021, in order to not pay Plaintiff
for any of the commissions she would have earned within the next few weeks, had she not been
fired.

46. Defendant’s sexual harassment, sexual assaults, battery, retaliation, and quid pro quo
discrimination, were- all intentional, willful, and malicious acts by Defendant that proximately
caused Plaintiff severe and extreme emotional, mental, and physical injuries which continue to the
present day.

'47. Plaintiff’s treating psychologist testified that, in a reasonable medical probability,
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