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NOW COMES Plaintiff MARIA VICTORIA FERRER, CHARLES LISEE,
and MIYA SHANI HOOKS for their Complaint against Defendants Detroit Club
Management Corp d/b/a The Detroit Club, Suzette Daye, and Lynn Uralli, stating the
following:

INTRODUCTION

1. Collectively, each Plaintiff was employed at the Detroit Club until they
were terminated or otherwise forced out the door after submitting complaints of racism
each witnessed at the club in relation to its treatment of African American guests,
contractors, promoters, and coworkers. According to the Plaintiffs, as well as at least
one former high-level contractor, the Detroit Club’s pattern of racial insensitivity stems
from its owner and president, Defendant Lynn Uralli, who frequently used racial slurs,
disparately treated minorities, and swept internal complaints of racism aside. Ultimately,
the employees who complained of racism were retaliated against and terminated.
Following their separations, Uralli continued her retaliation against each former worker
through direct threats on their safety and careers.

Within this Complaint, Plaintiffs allege they were subjected to a hostile
workplace, racial discrimination, and terminated in retaliation for protected activity,
specifically submitting complaints to their supervisors regarding observed racism in the

workplace in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1981, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
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42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq., and Michigan’s Elliot-Larsen Civil Rights Act, M.C.L. §
37.2101 et. seq.
PARTIES

2. Plaintiff Maria Victoria Ferrer is a Latino individual who was employed
with the Defendants and resides in the Eastern District of Michigan, specifically, Wayne
County, Michigan.

3. Plaintiff Charles Lisée is a Caucasian individual who was employed with
the Defendants and resides in the Eastern District of Michigan, specifically, Oakland
County, Michigan.

4. Plaintiff Miya Shani Hooks is an African American individual who was
employed with the Defendants and resides in the Eastern District of Michigan,
specifically, Wayne County, Michigan.

5. Defendant Detroit Club Management Corp is a domestic profit corporation
organized under the laws of the State of Michigan and operates within the State of
Michigan. Plaintiff was an employee of Defendant.

6. Defendant Suzette Daye is an individual and agent of Defendant Detroit
Club Management Corp. At all times relevant to this lawsuit Mrs. Daye was Plaintiff’s
supervisor. Upon information and belief, Mrs. Daye resides within the Eastern District

of Michigan.
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7. Defendant Lynn Uralli is an individual, agent, and owner of Defendant
Detroit Club Management Corp. At all times relevant to this lawsuit, Mrs. Uralli had
supervisory control over the Plaintiff. Upon information and belief, Mrs. Uralli resides
within the Eastern District of Michigan.

JURISDICITON AND VENUE

8. This Court has original jurisdiction of Plaintiffs’ claims under to 42 USC
§ 1981 and Title VII, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331.

9. Under 28 U.S.C. § 1367, this Court has supplemental jurisdiction over
Plaintiffs’ state law claims.

10.  This Court is the proper venue pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

11.  The Detroit Club is a nearly 130 year old historic club that operates in the
City of Detroit which has entertained Presidents, celebrities, and other dignitaries.

12.  In 2014, the Detroit Club was purchased by Emre Uralli and Defendant
Lynn Uralli (“Uralli™).

13.  On information and belief, the current Detroit Club is operated by
Defendant Detroit Club Management Corp (herein “The Detroit Club™).

14.  The Detroit Club is a historically private club (currently open to the public)

which consists of a restaurant, bar, spa, and several rooms for overnight accommodation.
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15.  Generally, the Detroit Club has a dress code requiring patrons to dress
either “Smart Casual” or “Business Casual.” However, this dress code was typically not
enforced in relation to overnight guests as they were checking into their rooms.

16. In August 2017, Uralli contracted Regina Peters (now Regina
Djordjevic)(“Peters”) to perform the initial onboarding for the Detroit Club. (Affidavit
of Regina Djordjevic attached as Exhibit A). Peters was employed with the Detroit Club,
directly working for Uralli and her husband, co-owner Emre Uralli from August 2017
until April 18, 2018. Exhibit A

17.  According to Peters, Uralli frequently questioned or outright rejected
several quality candidates recommended by Peters due to their race or being members
of other protected classes. Exhibit A

18.  In one instance, Peters recommended a skilled Latino woman who had
previously worked at the nearby Foundation Hotel for a hostess position. Uralli informed
Peters “she is cute but is a little too Mexican trashy.” Exhibit A Similarly, Peters
recruited a qualified African American spa manager candidate who Uralli stated was
“too black.” Exhibit A

19.  As perhaps the most egregious example of racism, Uralli told Peters that
the two African American hostesses in the Club’s “Grill Room™ look like “ni***r pigs”

and “smell like garbage” because of the lotion they were using. Exhibit A
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20.  Similarly, Uralli referred to the Club’s minority kitchen staff as
“gangbangers” and that she was going to withhold pay from them because they were
“basically going to steal stuff on their way out anyways.” Exhibit A

21. According to Peters, Uralli also had issues with African American
clientele. In one instance, an African American client, a radio personality, was with
Peters on a site visit of the Club. Uralli stated that she was uncomfortable with the
individual “lingering in the club” and said they needed to “advertise to a higher-profile
clientele.” Exhibit A Similarly, an African American entrepreneur recorded a tour of
the club and interview of Peters on his professional Facebook page. Uralli demanded it
be deleted as she didn’t want to promote the Club to “that group of people” or have “that
crowd think they could come into the club”, referring to African Americans. Exhibit A

22.  Peters would frequently notify Uralli that it was entirely inappropriate the
way she spoke about minorities including pleas that Uralli “can’t say things like that.”
However, according to Peters, Uralli did not change her ways at all. Exhibit A

23.  Ultimately, Peters resigned in April 2018. Following her resignation, Uralli
subjected Peters to a series of personal and professional threats. Exhibit A Furthermore,
as discussed herein, the Club and Uralli’s discriminatory practices continued.

24.  Plaintiff Miya Shani Hooks (“Plaintiff Hooks) was hired by the Detroit
Club to work as a server in the club’s restaurant, Bohemia in or around September 2021.

25.  Plaintiff Hooks is African American.
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26.  Plaintiff Hooks was interviewed and hired by an individual named Charlie
Howard (“Howard”). Shortly after her hire, Howard told Plaintiff Hooks that Uralli
questioned him whether Hooks was “black or black black™ prior to hiring her. Further,
that Uralli told Howard that she was “tired of him hiring people who aren’t white.”
Plaintiff Hooks was appalled.

27.  Uralli was out of town for the initial period following Plaintiff Hooks’ hire.
During this period, Plaintiff Hooks was warned that Uralli is a “terror’” and disrespectful
towards minorities and that she would be fired if she questioned her. Further, Plaintiff
was informed that Uralli had threatened folks who challenged her with “never being able
to find work™ in metro Detroit again. Upon Uralli’s return, the warnings proved correct.

28.  Upon Uralli’s return, Plaintiff Hooks witnessed Uralli, as well as Hooks’
supervisor Colleen Kelley enforces the dress code disparately towards African American
patrons in ways they routinely ignored for Caucasian patrons?. Likewise, several African
American patrons complained directly to Plaintiff about how rude Uralli was towards
them. Plaintiff Hooks did her best to diffuse the situation. However, each complaint she

submitted to her supervisor went ignored.

! Following the initial filing of the present lawsuit, Colleen Kelley called Plaintiff
Hooks and apologized for her complacently in Uralli’s racism and for not standing up
for Hooks. According to Kelley, the racism only increased following Hooks’
termination and, as a result, she left the Detroit Club in December 2021.

7
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29.  In November 2021, Plaintiff Hooks witnessed an incident in which an
African American woman entered the Club to dine at Bohemia with her two sons but
were stopped by Uralli and Managing Director Chance Armstrong (“Armstrong”)
regarding the dress code. Uralli made a scene and berated the African American family.
At the time, there were two tables of Caucasian individuals similarly dressed. Plaintiff
Hooks notified Armstrong that she believed the treatment to be racist as there was no
Issues when the Caucasian tables wore the same thing. Armstrong dismissed Plaintiff
Hook’s complaint. After Plaintiff Hooks spoke with Uralli who also dismissed her
complaint of disparate treatment against the African American family saying they were
wearing “urban street clothes.”

30. In another incident, Plaintiff Hooks witnessed a group of African
American gentleman enter—one of which wearing a blazer over a designer sweatshirt.
Uralli sent Armstrong to tell them they could not enter due to the dress code. Less than
a half hour later, Plaintiff witnessed a Caucasian individual enter and served while
wearing nylon Nike tear-away pants.

31.  On November 18, 2022, Plaintiff Hooks was asked to come into work on
her day off. Upon her arrival, she was informed by another server, Michael, that he had
just witnessed an incident of racism regarding the dress code. Plaintiff Hooks met with
Armstrong to discuss the ongoing racism. During the conversation, Hooks stated that

she has now witnessed and reported racism at the Detroit Club three times, but the
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management keeps calling her delusional. Armstrong brushed off the complaint and said
“I don’t know what to say. I am just a messenger.” Ultimately, this proved to be Plaintiff
Hooks’ final shift.

32.  On November 24, 2021, Plaintiff Hooks was terminated, allegedly for
“threatening” Uralli.

33.  Following her termination, Plaintiff Hooks obtained employment as a
server in another Detroit restaurant which was visited by Uralli. Uralli stated to Plaintiff
Hooks “how did you get a job here?” Hooks responded, ““I guess I did something right.”
Uralli responded “not for long,” threatening to try to get Plaintiff Hooks fired.

34.  Plaintiff Charles Lisée (“Plaintiff Lisée”) began his employment at the
Detroit Club in November 2021 as a Bartender in the club’s “Library Bar.”

35.  Similar to Hooks, Plaintiff Lisée began to notice disparate treatment
towards the club’s African American patrons compared to Caucasian guests.

36. Notably, Plaintiff Lisee has a degree in urban studies and took courses
focusing on racism and classism in America, as well as Detroit.

37. Plaintiff Lisée noticed several African American guests who were
frustrated by being harassed or “shaken down” by the Club regarding its dress code
or other matters.

38. In February 2022, Plaintiff Lisée had an African American patron

complain to him that she and her sister were humiliated by the Detroit Club’s Front
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Office Manager Defendant Suzette Daye (“Daye”) for no reason at all. On
information and belief these individuals also submitted a complaint to the Detroit
Club’s membership director, Reema Jilani.

39. After the event, Plaintiff Lisée met with his supervisor, Managing
Director Armstrong and expressed his concerns regarding the Detroit Club’s
treatment of African Americans who visit. Armstrong agreed with Lisée that there
was a problem but stated that he was “unsure how he would address it.”

40.  On or around March 17, 2022, Plaintiff Maria Victoria Ferrer (“Plaintiff
Ferrer”) was hired by the Detroit Club as a front desk agent.

41.  Plaintiff Ferrer is a Latino woman.

42.  As afront desk agent, Plaintiff Ferrer was supervised by Defendant Daye.

43.  As with the others, Plaintiff Ferrer noticed Daye disparately enforcing the
Detroit Club’s dress code against African Americans early into her employment with
Defendants.

44.  Furthermore, Daye made several comments to Plaintiff Ferrer about
African American patrons not being dressed properly despite being dressed to the
Detroit Club’s code.

45.  Daye would also jokingly refer to Plaintiff Ferrer as being Mexican even

though she explained that, although she is Latino, she is not Mexican.

10
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46.  Inor around early April 2022, an incident occurred when Plaintiff Ferrer,
pursuant to customary practices, allowed an African American couple to check into their
room while out of dress code. When the couple came back down from their room,
Plaintiff explained the dress code to which the couple stated that they were local and
would obtain proper attire and return. Despite the matter being resolved, Daye
approached and asked the lady of the couple if there was a problem. The lady replied
she was unhappy with dress code. Daye responded by aggressively asserting “we have
a dress code here and if you don’t like it then you can leave” directly in the woman’s
face. The woman asked Daye to back away from her face to which Daye refused,
responding that she was “fine right here.” After, the African American couple sought to
leave permanently and for a refund. Daye acted eerily pleased after throwing out this
African American couple.

47.  Prior to that point, Plaintiff Ferrer observed several Caucasian couples
check into overnight rooms without adhering to the dress code in the presence of Daye
without any issue.

48.  The following day, Plaintiff Ferrer notified Daye that she believed her
actions amounted to racial harassment of the couple. Daye became defensive and told
Plaintiff to speak with the owner, Uralli.

49.  Plaintiff Ferrer met with Uralli who brushed off Plaintiff Ferrer’s

allegations. Additionally, Uralli questioned Plaintiff Ferrer “do you think your black?”

11
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and then stated that Plaintiff Ferrer seemed defensive and sensitive about racial
discrimination. Uralli then asked Plaintiff Ferrer what she thought should be done.
Plaintiff responded that Uralli is the owner, and it is up to her to do something. On
information and belief, nothing was done.

50. On April 8, 2022, Plaintiff Lisée saw two African American patrons enter
the Detroit Club, one of which wearing a wave cap, to check into the Club’s hotel.
Shortly after their arrival, Lisée heard them berated by Daye then saw them angerly
walking down the sidewalk after they refused to check in due to their interaction with
Daye. Lisée informed Plaintiff Ferrer about the incident and they both agreed these racist
acts were becoming overwhelming.

51.  On or around April 9, 2022, prior to arriving at work, Plaintiff Lisée
emailed Armstrong an article about the repercussions faced by another racist local
employer. (Exhibit B) After, Plaintiff Lisee met with Armstrong and stated that, as a gay
man, he knows what it is like to be discriminated against and that he can’t be part of an
organization that perpetuates racism. Plaintiff Lisée notified Armstrong of several
discriminatory incidents which he witnessed and that the Detroit Club’s management
was doing nothing to address ongoing racism. Armstrong implored Lisée to stay, again
acknowledging that there was a problem but this time promising that they were “looking

at different options” as to how to address the Club, and Daye’s discriminatory actions.

12
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During the conversation, Armstrong stated that if Lisée thought Daye was bad, he should
have seen the individual she replaced.

52.  Inanother incident, a very well dressed African American woman wearing
a leopard print suit approached the desk and asked about a “Mr. Brown.” As before,
Daye aggressively approached the woman and exclaimed “we don’t know a Mr. Brown
or have a Mr. Brown in here.” The woman stated that she was going to wait because
she was certain he was there. Daye stormed off visibly angry. After, Mr. Brown, a guest
and prominent political candidate, greeted the woman. The woman vocalized her anger
with the discriminatory treatment she received from Daye. Plaintiff Ferrer was able to
diffuse the situation by asking her if she would like for Plaintiff Ferrer to take her coat
while she waited. After, Mr. Brown rightfully inquired what was going on and why his
guest was treated in that manner. On information and belief, the complaints of the
African American woman and Mr. Brown were not investigated.

53. On April 22, 2022, another incident arose when an African American
couple was checking into their room. The African American man noted that he is a
musician and asked if he would be able to do a short video in his room. Daye jumped
into the conversation saying that they are not allowed to have more than two individuals
in the room. Plaintiff Ferrer was shocked as she had witnessed Daye state otherwise to
Caucasian guests. After, the African American woman stated that she would leave the

room so that the camera man could be the second individual.

13
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54.  After the incident, Plaintiff Ferer reminded Daye that the previous week
Daye informed a Caucasian couple that it was ok for them to have another Caucasian
couple join them in their room. Plaintiff Ferrer asked Daye why she didn’t inform the
Caucasian couple that it was against the rules? Daye claimed she did not remember the
incident.

55.  On April 23, 2022, the Detroit Tigers were scheduled to play a day game.
As a result, Daye notified Plaintiff Ferrer that the club was being relaxed about the dress
code.

56.  An African American couple entered the club out of dress code, but the to
the same level as Caucasian patrons. Uralli noticed the couple and exclaimed to Plaintiff
Ferrer “are they guests? So, you’re letting street rats come in?” The African American
man, Kody Hook, heard Uralli’s comments and approached her stating that he heard her
comments and that she lost a potential new member?. After, Plaintiff Ferrer objected to
the clearly racist comment to which Uralli responded by berating her.

57.  After Plaintiff Ferrer finished her shift, Armstrong asked to walk Plaintiff
to her vehicle. During the walk, Plaintiff stated that there have been so many racial

incidents that have made her uncomfortable. Armstrong responded, “then I think we

2 Kody Hook later left a negative review regarding the incident on google reviews
labeling Uralli as a “racist a** owner.” Exhibit C Within the review, Mr. Hook also
states that Uralli referred to him and his partner “street rats.” Notably, the Detroit
Club’s owner, presumably Uralli, denied that this individual ever even stepped foot in

the club. Exhibit C

14
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should call it.” Plaintiff was confused. Armstrong elaborated that Uralli had pulled him
aside and asked him to terminate Plaintiff.

58.  On April 25, 2022, Plaintiff Lisee resigned from his position after learning
of Plaintiff’s termination following her complaint regarding the ongoing racism at the
club. Lisee felt he had no choice but to resign as nothing was being done to address the
ongoing discriminatory practices previously reported. As part of his resignation, Plaintiff
Lisée submitted a resignation letter outlining the ongoing racism he witnessed at the
Detroit Club. Exhibit D

59. On April 26, 2022, Uralli text messaged Plaintiff Lisee threatening to
“destroy him.” Exhibit E Uralli also stated that Lisee should call Plaintiff Ferrer before
Uralli had her “put behind bars.” Exhibit E Uralli also threatened to go after Plaintiff
Ferrer and Lisee’s real estate licenses®. Exhibit E

60. In the texts, Uralli also instructed Plaintiff Lisee to tell his “little friend”
(meaning Ferrer) to have Kody, the African American patron who alleged
discrimination, to remove his negative review of the Detroit Club. Exhibits C and E
Within the message, Uralli indicated that she investigated Kody’s background through
a criminal background check and used it to dismiss his credibility. Exhibit E Further,
Uralli stated that someone would be checking every hour to confirm that the negative

review was removed. Exhibit E

3 Both Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee also work as real-estate agents.

15
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61. On information and belief, each Plaintiff was replaced by a Caucasian
individual.
62.  OnJanuary 22, 2024, Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee were issued the right to
sue by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission for their pursuant to Title VII.
Exhibit F
COUNT I

RETALIATION -42 U.S.C. §1981
(Against all Defendants)

63.  All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.

64. Each Plaintiff had a contractual employment relationship with Defendant
Detroit Club Management Corp.

65. Defendants Suzette Daye and Lynn Uralli are agents of Defendant Detroit
Club Management Corp. with supervisory power over the Plaintiffs.

66. Plaintiffs engaged in activity protected by 42 U.S.C. § 1981 when they
complained of the unequal and discriminatory treatment African American patrons,
guests, and invitees were subjected to compared to Caucasians.

67. During the course of each Plaintiffs’ employment with Defendants,
Defendants violated Plaintiffs’ rights by depriving them of their right to the enjoyment
of all benefits, privileges, terms and conditions of employment in violation of 42 U.S.C.
§ 1981(b), as amended.

68. Defendants retaliated against Plaintiffs due to this protected activity.

16
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69. Defendants terminated Plaintiffs Ferrer and Hooks in retaliation of their
protected activity.

70.  Defendants constructively discharged Plaintiff Lisee in retaliation of his
protected activity.

71. Defendant Uralli has threatened to interfere with each Plaintiffs’
professional careers, as a real estate agents and as a server, in retaliation for their
protected activity.

72.  Uralli threatened to seek criminal prosecution of Plaintiffs Ferrer and/or to
“put her behind bars” in retaliation for her protected activity.

73. Defendants’ termination and/or constructive termination of Plaintiffs’
employment on this basis violates 42 U.S.C. § 1981.

74.  Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,
mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation and loss of the
ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and has incurred attorney fees.

COUNT Il

RETALIATION - TITLE VII,42 U.S.C. § 2000e
(Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee against Defendant Detroit Club Management Corp)

75.  All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.

17
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76. At all relevant times, Plaintiffs were employees and Defendant Detroit
Club Management Corp was an employer within the meaning of the Title V11, 42 U.S.C.
§ 2000e et seq.

77.  Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee have obtained her right to sue pursuant to Title
VII through the EEOC. Exhibit F

78.  Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee engaged in activity protected by Title VII, 42
U.S.C. § 2000e et seq. when they complained of the unequal and discriminatory
treatment African American patrons, guests, and invitees were subjected to compared to
Caucasians.

79. Defendant retaliated against Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee due to this
protected activity in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq.

80. Defendant terminated and threatened Plaintiff Ferrer in retaliation for her
protected activity.

81. Defendant constructively discharged Plaintiff Lisee in retaliation of
Plaintiff’s protected activity and threatened his professional career and safety in
violation of 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq.

82.  Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,

mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation and loss of the

18
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ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and has incurred attorney fees.

COUNT 1l
RETALIATION - ELLIOT-LARSEN CIVIL RIGHTS ACT,
M.C.L. 8§ 37.2101 et. seq.
(Against all Defendants)

83.  All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.

84.  Atall relevant times, Plaintiffs and Defendants were covered by and within
the meaning of the Michigan Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act, MCL 37.2101 et seq.

85. Plaintiffs engaged in protected activity when they complained of the
unequal and discriminatory treatment African American patrons, guests, and invitees
were subjected to compared to Caucasians.

86.  Defendants retaliated against Plaintiffs due to this protected activity.

87.  Defendants terminated Plaintiffs Ferrer and Hooks in retaliation of their
protected activity.

88.  Defendants constructively terminated Plaintiff Lisee in retaliation of his
protected activity.

89. Defendants have threatened to interfere with Plaintiffs’ professional
careers in retaliation for her protected activity.

90. Defendants threatened to seek criminal prosecution of Plaintiff Ferrer

and/or to “put her behind bars” in retaliation for her protected activity.

19
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91. Asadirectand proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss of
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,
mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation, and loss of the
ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and incurred substantial liability for attorney fees.

COUNT IV

HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT - TITLE VII, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e
(Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee against Defendant Detroit Club Management Corp)

92.  All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.

93.  Plaintiffs Ferrer is a member of a protected class based on her race and
national origin, Latino.

94.  Regardless of each Plaintiff’s race or heritage, each Plaintiff has a right to
work in a workplace free from racial discrimination.

95.  Defendants frequently made racist comments and held African American
patrons to a different standard than Caucasian patrons.

96. Defendants were objectively hostile to African American patrons.

97.  When Plaintiff Ferrer notified Uralli of the racially hostile treatment to
African American patrons that she perceived, Uralli responded “[d]o you think you’re

black?” (Plaintiff is Latino)

20
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98.  As discussed earlier herein, the Plaintiffs witnessed multiple incidents of
racism, of which they reported. However, their reports fell upon deaf ears.

99. The racially discriminatory harassment and treatment witnessed by the
Plaintiffs depriving them of a diverse work environment was done by Defendants’
owner, as well as their direct supervisor(s).

100. The racially discriminatory work environment impacted the terms and
conditions of each Plaintiff’s employment with Defendants.

101. Defendants’ conduct was severe and/or pervasive enough to create a
hostile work environment for the Plaintiff.

102. Plaintiffs made Defendants aware of the racially hostile work environment
and they terminated and/or constructively discharged them rather than resolve the issues.

103. Plaintiff Ferrer was informed she was “not a good fit” to be employed with
Defendants for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of African
Americans.

104. The work environment was objectively hostile and abusive for Plaintiffs.

105. Defendants were aware of the racially hostile work environment and abuse
Plaintiff was facing and failed to act. Rather than resolve these issues, Defendants
terminated Plaintiff.

106. The harassment and discriminatory treatment Plaintiff was subjected to

was severe enough to alter the conditions of her employment.
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107. Asadirectand proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,
mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation and loss of the
ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and has incurred attorney fees.

COUNT V
RACIAL DISCRIMINATION (HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT)

ELLIOT-LARSEN CIVIL RIGHTS ACT, M.C.L.. § 37.2101 et. seq.
(Against all Defendants)

108. All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.

109. Atall relevant times, Plaintiff and Defendants were covered by and within
the meaning of the Michigan Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act, MCL 37.2101 et seq.

110. Plaintiffs Hooks and Ferrer are members of protected classes based on their
race, African American and Latino.

111. Regardless of each Plaintiff’s race or heritage, each Plaintiff has a right to
work in a workplace free from racial discrimination.

112. Defendants frequently made racist comments and held African American
patrons to a different standard than Caucasian patrons.

113. Defendants were objectively hostile to African American patrons.

114. On information and belief, Uralli inquired whether Plaintiff Hooks was

“black or black black” upon her hire.
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115. When Plaintiff Ferrer notified Uralli of the racially hostile treatment to
African American patrons that she perceived, Uralli responded “[d]o you think you’re
black?” (Plaintiff is Latino)

116. As discussed earlier herein, the Plaintiffs witnessed multiple incidents of
racism, of which they reported. However, their reports fell upon deaf ears.

117. The racially discriminatory harassment and treatment witnessed by the
Plaintifts depriving them of a diverse work environment was done by Defendants’
owner, as well as their direct supervisor(s).

118. The racially discriminatory work environment impacted the terms and
conditions of each Plaintiff’s employment with Defendants.

119. Defendants conduct was severe and/or pervasive enough to create a hostile
work environment for the Plaintiff.

120. Plaintiffs made Defendants aware of the racially hostile work environment
and they terminated and/or constructively discharged them rather than resolve the issues.

121. Plaintiff Ferrer was informed she was “not a good fit” to be employed with
Defendants for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of African
Americans.

122. Plaintiff Hooks was informed she was delusional for suggesting racism
exists at the club.

123. The work environment was objectively hostile for the Plaintiffs.
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124. Defendants were aware of the racially hostile work environment and abuse
Plaintiff was facing and failed to act. Rather than resolve these issues, Defendants
terminated Plaintiff.

125. Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,
mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation and loss of the
ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and has incurred attorney fees.

COUNT VI

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION -42 U.S.C. 81981
(Against all Defendants)

126. All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.

127. Plaintiff Ferrer is a member of a protected class as a Latino.

128. Plaintiff Hooks is a member of a protected class as an African American.

129. Regardless of each Plaintiff’s race or heritage, each Plaintiff, including
Lisee, was targeted for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of African
Americans.

130. Defendants discriminated against and terminated and/or constructively
discharged each Plaintiff for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of

African Americans.
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131. Defendants discriminated and terminated Plaintiffs Ferrer and Hooks due
to their race.

132. Defendant Uralli has threatened to interfere with each Plaintiff’s
professional careers due to their race and/or their association with African Americans.

133. Uralli threatened to seek criminal prosecution of Plaintiffs Ferrer and/or to
“put her behind bars” due to her race and association with African Americans.

134. Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,
mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation and loss of the
ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and has incurred attorney fees.

COUNT VI

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION - TITLE VII, 42 U.S.C. 8 2000e
(Plaintiffs Ferrer and Lisee against Defendant Detroit Club Management Corp)

135. All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.

136. Plaintiff Ferrer isa member of a protected class due to her race and national
origin, Latino.

137. Regardless of each Plaintiff’s race or heritage, each Plaintiff, including
Lisee, was targeted for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of African

Americans.
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138. Defendants discriminated against and terminated and/or constructively
discharged each Plaintiff for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of
African Americans.

139. Defendants discriminated and terminated Plaintiffs Ferrer and Hooks due
to their race.

140. Defendant Uralli has threatened to interfere with each Plaintiff’s
professional careers due to their race and/or their association with African Americans.

141. Uralli threatened to seek criminal prosecution of Plaintiffs Ferrer and/or to
“put her behind bars” due to her race and association with African Americans.

142. Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,
mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation and loss of the
ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and has incurred attorney fees.

COUNT VI
RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

ELLIOT-LARSEN CIVIL RIGHTS ACT, M.C.L.. § 37.2101 et. seq.
(Against all Defendants)

143. All preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference.
144, Plaintiff Ferrer is a member of a protected class as a Latino.

145. Plaintiff Hooks is a member of a protected class as an African American.
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146. Regardless of each Plaintiff’s race or heritage, each Plaintiff, including
Lisee, was targeted for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of African
Americans.

147. Defendants discriminated against and terminated and/or constructively
discharged each Plaintiff for associating with and supporting the equal treatment of
African Americans.

148. Defendants discriminated and terminated Plaintiffs Ferrer and Hooks due
to their race.

149. Defendant Uralli has threatened to interfere with each Plaintiff’s
professional careers due to their race and/or their association with African Americans.

150. Uralli threatened to seek criminal prosecution of Plaintiffs Ferrer and/or to
“put her behind bars” due to her race and association with African Americans.

151. Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful actions, Plaintiffs
have sustained injuries and damages including, but not limited to, loss of pay, loss
vacation and sick days, loss of career opportunities, humiliation and embarrassment,
mental anguish and emotional distress, loss of professional reputation and loss of the
ordinary pleasures of everyday life, including the right to pursue gainful occupation of
choice and has incurred attorney fees.

REQUEST FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that this Honorable Court:
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a. Declare that the aforementioned practices and actions of
Defendant constitute unlawful practices in violation of § 1981,
Title VII, and ELCRA,;

b. Award Plaintiffs all lost wages and benefits, past and future, to
which she is entitled;

C. Award Plaintiffs appropriate equitable relief;

d. Award Plaintiffs compensatory damages;

e. Award Plaintiffs punitive damages;

f. Award Plaintiffs reasonable attorney fees, costs, and interest; and

g. Award such other relief as this Court deems just and proper.
Respectfully submitted,

By: /s/ Jack W. Schulz

Jack W. Schulz (P78078)
Amanda M. Ghannam (P83065)
SCHULZ GHANNAM PLLC
645 Griswold St. Suite 4100
Detroit, M1 48226

(313) 788-7446
jack@michiganworkerlaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

DATE: November 1, 2024
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

MARIA VICTORIA FERRER
CHARLES LISEE, and
MIYA SHANI HOOKS,

Plaintiffs,
VS.

DETROIT CLUB MANAGEMENT
CORP d/b/a THE DETROIT CLUB,
SUZETTE DAYE, and LYNN URALLI,
jointly and severally,

Defendants.

Case No. 22-cv-11427

Hon. Linda V. Parker
Magistrate Judge Kimberly G. Altman

Jack W. Schulz (P78078)
Amanda M. Ghannam (P83065)
SCHULZ GHANNAM PLLC
645 Griswold St. Suite 4100
Detroit, M1 48226

(313) 788-7446
jack@michiganworkerlaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Gregory M. Meihn (P38939)
Matthew T. Wise (P76794)

Jason B. Brown (P79226)
GORDON REES SCULLY
MANSUKHANI

Attorneys for Defendants

37000 Woodward Avenue, Suite 225
Bloomfield Hills, M1 48304

(313) 426-9815 | Fax: (313) 406-7373
gmeihn@grsm.com
mwise@grsm.com

DEMAND FOR TRIAL BY JURY

Plaintiffs Maria Victoria Ferrer, Charles Lisee, and Miya Shani Hooks, hereby

demand for a trial by jury.

Respectfully submitted,
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DATE: November 1, 2024
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By: /s/ Jack W. Schulz

Jack W. Schulz (P78078)
Amanda M. Ghannam (P83065)
SCHULZ GHANNAM PLLC
645 Griswold St. Suite 4100
Detroit, MI 48226

(313) 788-7446
jack@michiganworkerlaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff
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AFFIDAVIT OF REGINA DJORDJEVIC

I, Regina Djordjevic, make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge and experiences. If
called, my testimony would be consistent with the statements in this affidavit.

LALPD ot

>

11

13

14,

I am a Caucasian woman,

While contracted by The Detroit Club, my legal name was Regina Peter.

I have a tenured background in the hospitality industry and a reputable work history in
the Metro-Detroit area.

In September 2017, The Detroit Club contracted me as a 1099 associate as the Marketing
& Event Coordinator under the guise and terms of the “offer letter’ my employment
would be transition to or incorporated into a payroll position.

My primary job expectations were to: create and manage branding, social media
messaging, event and client procurement, and operational objectives related to sales,
marketing, and event production.

During my time with The Detroit Club, | worked dircctly for its owners, Lynn and Emre
Uralli.

Although never ‘employed” by The Detroit Club, duc to “preferable’ taxable liabilities to
the Urallis, my job description and expectations were amended as the cardinal employee
of the property to include: job analysis, creating job descriptions, designing hiring plans
and departmental staffing needs to meet operational performance and forecasting,
performing interviews, operational forecasting and P&L projections, and drafting and
implementing new hire documents to include the Employee Handbook, employment
application, offer letters, and hiring practice checklists.

While working as an independent contractor, the Urallis paid me bi-wecekly, with an
additional monthly stipend for health insurance and added my personal cellular phone to
the company sponsored plan.

At the point of tendered resignation, the Urallis do not owe me any back wages.

. At the point of tendered resignation and employment dissolvement, the Urallis refused to

release my personal cellular number back to me. After which, [ had to obtain a new
device and number which severely impacted my professional abilities to contact clients
and posed financial disparities to me and my family. Additionally, it should be noted
representatives of The Detroit Club continued to utilize my cellular number to contact
and correspond with clients after my departure while acting in the likeness of my person.
During my tenure with The Detroit Club, Lynn Uralli was present daily and actively
participated in the day-to-day affairs of The Detroit Club.

. During my time with The Detroit Club, Lynn Uralli questioned or outright rejected my

recommendations of quality candidates based on their race, and other Title VII protected
classes

. Example I, Lynn Uralli stated to me, after an extensive interview process, a qualified

African American spa manager applicant was “too black.” It should be noted this
applicant was well-respected and knowledgeable; who worked with and for several high-
profile Detroit professionals and news agents.

Example II, I recommended an experienced Latina woman for a hostess position at The
Detroit Club’s Grill Room. The individual had comparable experience at the Foundation
Hotel (situated less than a mile from The Detroit Club). Lynn Uralli responded, “she is
cute, but is a little too Mexican trashy.”
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15. Example I11, during conversations with Lynn Uralli she frequently referred to The Detroit
Club’s minority kitchen staff as “gangbangers,” and in at least one instance, stated to me
she was going to withhold their pay because “they were going to steal stuff on their way
out anyways.”

16. Example IV, during a conversation with Lynn Uralli she stated to me that two African
American hostesses working at The Detroit Club's Grill Room look like “ni***r pigs”™
and they “smell like garbage™ because of the lotion they were using. Lynn Uralli stated
these two African American employees needed to be addressed for their “image™ and
“smell” and The Detroit Club's employee dress coded needed to be refined.

17. Example V, Lynn Uralli directed me to host a conversation with the, then, Front Desk
Supervisor, also a Caucasian woman, however within Title VII age discrimination
parameters, and reduce her working wages after this employee had been employed with
The Detroit Club for a number of weeks.

18. Example VI, after interrupting a scheduled site visit between myself and an African
American, male, client, Lynn Uralli stated that she was “uncomfortable™ with him
“lingering in the club™ and said we need to “advertise to a higher-profile clientele.” It
should be noted this client was/is a respected radio personality who had successfully
produced and cxccuted events with me in previous professional roles.

19. Example VII, a well-respected, African American, male, entreprencur client of mine
recorded a club tour video that included a personal interview with me. This client later
posted the tour and interview video to his professional Facecbook page with permission
and acknowledgement of me, as an individual, and The Detroit Club, as a marketing
representative. Lynn Uralli demanded the video to be removed, “deleted,” from Facebook
as she “didn’t want to promotc to that group of people™ or have “that crowd think they
could come into the club.” It should be noted this specific client has gone on to build
several successful personal and outside professional brands, marketing company, and was
a TedX Detroit speaker in 2021.

20. It should be noted that | admonished Lynn for making such judgements and comments at
each occurrence. I professed professional challenges to Lynn Uralli such as: “can’t say
things like that.” “these are my clients who are professionals and they ought to be
respected,” “we live in a diverse city we need be diverse,” and “we cannot close off the
club based on personal perspectives.” Ultimately, the individual(s) mentioned were hired
and employed but faced constant disparate criticism from Lynn and Emre Uralli.

21. I often notified Lynn Uralli that her comments were inappropriate but, by all impressions,
she did not care or change her ways.

22. I resigned from my position on Apnl 18, 2018.

23. After my resignation, I was exposed to a series of personal and professional threats from
both Lynn and Emre Uralli.

24. Upon resignation, I fulfilled my contractual obligations to The Detroit Club and
professionally turned over all credentials, schedules, and content (both written and
creative) to The Detroit Club management in person. It should be noted this exchange
was to take place for the reciprocal proprietary passion of my cellular phone number
which was not fulfilled by Lynn or Emre Uralli.

25. After my resignation, Lynn and/or Emre Uralli slandered my professionalism to a key
headhunter/placement agency which led to a series of unfulfilled meetings and
employment opportunities.
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26. It should be noted that, after my experience working with Lynn and Emre Uralli (The
Detroit Club) I have since left the hospitality industry, too marred by their behavior, and
continued my graduate studies at Villanova University in Human Resource Development
with a concentration and certificate in Diversity, Equity and Inclusion.

I DECLARE UNDER THE PENALTY OF PERJURY THAT THE ABOVE AND
FOREGOING ANSWERS ARE TRUE, COMPLETE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY
INFORMATION, KNOWLEDGE, AND BELIEF. FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.
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With the most recent incident | find it pertinent to
share what can happen when an organization doesn’t
confront racism. I'd like to talk to you in person about
the ongoing racism that non-Caucasian guests are
brutalized with when entering the club. The below
article is an example of how not dealing with the issue
can negatively affect an organization. It only takes one
incident to go viral to completely destroy everything
everyone has worked so hard for.

https://www.google.com/amp/s/
www.nbcnews.com/news/amp/ncnal072091

< Reply, > Forward

Page 1 of 1
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Overview Prices Reviews Location About Photos

Kody Hook
e a month ago on & Google 1 /5

Racist owner do not recommend anyone staying me and my girlfriend stepped in to use a
restroom and the desk lady allowed us real quick mine you | am biracial and my girlfriend is
African after my girlfriend went into the bathroom | waited outside the owner of the hotel
went to the desk lady and decided to completely call her self out saying street rats are not
allowed in to use the bathroom and she didn't realize that | was standing at a safe enough
distance away to hear her and | told that was completely wrong and classifying racism and
she didn't seem to care at all

Trip type Friends
Rooms 1.0 Service 1.0 Location 1.0 ous

Response from the owner
a month ago

Hi Kody,

We are not sure why you felt the need to leave a bad review and a false description of events,
and we take your accusations very seriously. We have talked with our team extensively and we
have no record of you setting foot in our establishment and no one has experienced these
events as you have described them. Also, the owner has been out of town at another property,
so it's not possible for you to have spoken with them. If you have a legitimate complaint, please
call us.
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Dear Chance,

When | initially spoke with you three or so months ago regarding the discriminatory practices |
had recurringly observed by the front desk supervisor upon minority guests entering The Detroit
Club lobby, | had confidence and expectation that the situation would be addressed and further
incidents would be curtailed.

When | spoke to you three to four weeks ago about another incident of minority guests being
dehumanized, denigrated, and violated by the front desk supervisor | was optimistic that
management saw value in addressing the unrelenting prejudice and discrimination minority
guests systematically endured when entering the club. When management did not issue a
clarifying declaration that all prejudice and discrimination was forbidden and the front desk
supervisor was not held accountable, further condoning such mistreatment, it put the owner’s
disposition on the topic into question.

Since we last spoke about this disturbing, unethical, and immoral abuse of minority guests there
have been more than five new incidents leaving a vast trail and pattern of hate bestowed upon
guests at the entrance to the club with the most recent event occurring this past Saturday night
resulting in the victim leaving a detailed account of the incident in an online Google review. The
Saturday night incident unfolded between the club owner and the victim which revealed the
values and immorality of the club owner, which had been in question. The fact that the owner
reaps financial gain from minority club members’ revenue and minority employees labor while
maintaining a mentality of hate-based superiority is repulsive, reprehensible, and unacceptable.

The righteous, stubborn, and deplorable mentality of those perpetuating prejudice,
discrimination, and hate sought not to self-evaluate and heal such internal, maladjusted
behavioral defects they moved to embolden and empower the infected and diseased culture by
firing an employee, in good standing, who modeled equality, fairness and morality.

As discussed in our previous meetings, | have been a victim of marginalization, denigration, and
prejudice all my life. | know first-hand how it feels to be discriminated against, made to feel less
than, and to be the recipient of hate-based victimization and the resulting lifelong trauma.

It has been demonstrated that my conversations highlighting the infected and diseased culture of
prejudice, discrimination, and hate at the club, with management, has done nothing to initiate a
solutions-based strategy that incorporates and instills equality-based, discrimination-free,
business practices, employee protocols, and guest experiences that honor the dignity, respect,
and humanity of every individual. | previously stated that | cannot and will not be a part of an
organization that harbors and condones the despicable values and treatment of minorities that |
have borne witness to. While | had hoped the organization would rise above such immoral,
reprehensible, and illegal practices, the ongoing incidents are occurring more often and with
increasing severity to the victims. As such, | hereby submit my immediate resignation from the
organization.
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In honor of just treatment for ALL,

Ctranles Lisce
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Charles, | am going to
destroy you. You have no
idea what you started. By
this time next year you will
be fucking homeless.

| guess you won't get any
sleep tonight either. You
should call your girlfriend
Victoria and chat with her
before | put her behind bars.
All of your righteousness
would pay off it was if it were
truly righteous ;7but you are
a liar you are insane and you
are going to pay for the
attempt of defaming my
business with a two bit con
artist lake Victoria and Cody
FY1 the first thing to go will
be a real estate license.

| have affidavits from several
people claiming that you are
the racist. As you have
noticed none of our
employees responded to
your disgusting, !despicable
and abominable ridiculous
joke of a letter that you sent.
Maybe you need a good stiff
drink or perhaps a Xanax or
something else that will ease
your pain and let you sleep
tonight. Because | am going
to keep you awake for the
next fucking year. You really
aligned yourself with pong
crazy bitch Victoria

Put your seatbelt on Gladys
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Tue, Apr 26, 10:57 AM

Tell You're a little friend
Victoria to tell Kody to
remove that post off Google
ASAP

He is on probation for child
abuse; nice people you're
friends with. The investigator
from the insurance fraud
department will be in touch
with all of you in the next few
days. and the police from the
hate crimes division.

| can't believe the stupidity
that you thought you could
do this ???ridiculous

There's somebody checking
Google every hour on the
hour to see when the post is
down you might want to text
me when it's down

If you unblocked me; | think
we need to talk
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U.S. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

Detroit Field Office

477 Michigan Avenue, Room 865
Detroit, MI 48226

(313) 774-0020

Website: www.eeoc.gov

DISMISSAL AND NOTICE OF RIGHTS
(This Notice replaces EEOC FORMS 161, 161-A & 161-B)

Issued On: 01/22/2024
To: Maria V. Ferrer

Charge No: 471-2023-01016

EEOC Representative and email: ELEANOR MAY
Federal Investigator
eleanor.may@eeoc.gov

DISMISSAL OF CHARGE

The EEOC is closing this charge because: Charging Party filed a federal lawsuit in the U.S. Eastern
District Court of Michigan, Case No. 22-cv-11427..

NOTICE OF YOUR RIGHT TO SUE

This is official notice from the EEOC of the dismissal of your charge and of your right to sue. If
you choose to file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) on this charge under federal law in federal
or state court, your lawsuit must be filed WITHIN 90 DAYS of your receipt of this notice.
Receipt generally occurs on the date that you (or your representative) view this document. You
should keep a record of the date you received this notice. Your right to sue based on this charge
will be lost if you do not file a lawsuit in court within 90 days. (The time limit for filing a lawsuit
based on a claim under state law may be different.)

If you file a lawsuit based on this charge, please sign in to the EEOC Public Portal and upload the
court complaint to charge 471-2023-01016.

On behalf of the Commission,

Digitally Signed By:Ramiro Gutierrez
01/22/2024

Ramiro Gutierrez
Director
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Cc:

Lynn Uralli

712 Cass Ave.
Detroit, MI 48226

Gregory Meihn

Gordon & Rees

37000 WOODWARD AVE STE 225
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304

Jack W Schulz

Schulz Law PLC

645 Griswold Street Suite 4100
Detroit, MI 48226

Please retain this notice for your records.
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Enclosure with EEOC Notice of Closure and Rights (01/22)

INFORMATION RELATED TO FILING SUIT

UNDER THE LAWS ENFORCED BY THE EEOC
(This information relates to filing suit in Federal or State court under Federal law. If you also
plan to sue claiming violations of State law, please be aware that time limits may be shorter and
other provisions of State law may be different than those described below.)

IMPORTANT TIME LIMITS — 90 DAYS TO FILE A LAWSUIT

If you choose to file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) named in the charge of discrimination,
you must file a complaint in court within 90 days of the date you receive this Notice. Receipt
generally means the date when you (or your representative) opened this email or mail. You should
keep a record of the date you received this notice. Once this 90-day period has passed, your
right to sue based on the charge referred to in this Notice will be lost. If you intend to consult an
attorney, you should do so promptly. Give your attorney a copy of this Notice, and the record of
your receiving it (email or envelope).

If your lawsuit includes a claim under the Equal Pay Act (EPA), you must file your complaint in
court within 2 years (3 years for willful violations) of the date you did not receive equal pay. This
time limit for filing an EPA lawsuit is separate from the 90-day filing period under Title VII, the
ADA, GINA, the ADEA, or the PWFA referred to above. Therefore, if you also plan to sue under
Title VII, the ADA, GINA, the ADEA or the PWFA, in addition to suing on the EPA claim, your
lawsuit must be filed within 90 days of this Notice and within the 2- or 3-year EPA period.

Your lawsuit may be filed in U.S. District Court or a State court of competent jurisdiction.
Whether you file in Federal or State court is a matter for you to decide after talking to your
attorney. You must file a "complaint" that contains a short statement of the facts of your case
which shows that you are entitled to relief. Filing this Notice is not enough. For more information
about filing a lawsuit, go to https://www.eeoc.gov/employees/lawsuit.cfm.

ATTORNEY REPRESENTATION

For information about locating an attorney to represent you, go to:
https://www.eeoc.gov/employees/lawsuit.cfm.

In very limited circumstances, a U.S. District Court may appoint an attorney to represent individuals
who demonstrate that they are financially unable to afford an attorney.

How To REQUEST YOUR CHARGE FILE AND 90-DAY TIME LIMIT FOR REQUESTS

There are two ways to request a charge file: 1) a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request or
2) a “Section 83” request. You may request your charge file under either or both procedures.
EEOC can generally respond to Section 83 requests more promptly than FOIA requests.

Since a lawsuit must be filed within 90 days of this notice, please submit your FOIA and/or
Section 83 request for the charge file promptly to allow sufficient time for EEOC to respond and
for your review.

To make a FOIA request for your charge file, submit your request online at
https://eeoc.arkcase.com/foia/portal/login (this is the preferred method). You may also submit a

FOIA request for your charge file by U.S. Mail by submitting a signed, written request
identifying your request as a “FOIA Request” for Charge Number 471-2023-01016 to the
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Enclosure with EEOC Notice of Closure and Rights (01/22)

District Director at Michelle Eisele, 101 West Ohio St Suite 1900, Indianapolis, IN 46204.

To make a Section 83 request for your charge file, submit a signed written request stating it is
a "Section 83 Request" for Charge Number 471-2023-01016 to the District Director at Michelle

Eisele, 101 West Ohio St Suite 1900, Indianapolis, IN 46204.

You may request the charge file up to 90 days after receiving this Notice of Right to Sue. After
the 90 days have passed, you may request the charge file only if you have filed a lawsuit in court
and provide a copy of the court complaint to EEOC.

For more information on submitting FOIA requests, go to
https://www.eeoc.gov/eeoc/foia/index.cfm.

For more information on submitted Section 83 requests, go to https://www.eeoc.gov/foia/section-
83-disclosure-information-charge-files.
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U.S. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

Detroit Field Office

477 Michigan Avenue, Room 865
Detroit, MI 48226

(313) 774-0020

Website: www.eeoc.gov

DISMISSAL AND NOTICE OF RIGHTS
(This Notice replaces EEOC FORMS 161, 161-A & 161-B)

Issued On: 01/22/2024
To: Charles Lisee

Charge No: 471-2023-00955

EEOC Representative and email: ELEANOR MAY
Federal Investigator
eleanor.may@eeoc.gov

DISMISSAL OF CHARGE

The EEOC is closing this charge because: Charging Party filed a federal lawsuit in the U.S. Eastern
District Court of Michigan, Case No. 22-cv-11427..

NOTICE OF YOUR RIGHT TO SUE

This is official notice from the EEOC of the dismissal of your charge and of your right to sue. If
you choose to file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) on this charge under federal law in federal
or state court, your lawsuit must be filed WITHIN 90 DAYS of your receipt of this notice.
Receipt generally occurs on the date that you (or your representative) view this document. You
should keep a record of the date you received this notice. Your right to sue based on this charge
will be lost if you do not file a lawsuit in court within 90 days. (The time limit for filing a lawsuit
based on a claim under state law may be different.)

If you file a lawsuit based on this charge, please sign in to the EEOC Public Portal and upload the
court complaint to charge 471-2023-00955.

On behalf of the Commission,

Digitally Signed By:Ramiro Gutierrez
01/22/2024

Ramiro Gutierrez
Director
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Cc:

Jennifer Thomason
712 CASS AVE
DETROIT, MI 48226

Jack W Schulz

Schulz Law PLC

645 Griswold St. Suite 4100
Detroit, MI 48226

Please retain this notice for your records.
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Enclosure with EEOC Notice of Closure and Rights (01/22)

INFORMATION RELATED TO FILING SUIT

UNDER THE LAWS ENFORCED BY THE EEOC
(This information relates to filing suit in Federal or State court under Federal law. If you also
plan to sue claiming violations of State law, please be aware that time limits may be shorter and
other provisions of State law may be different than those described below.)

IMPORTANT TIME LIMITS — 90 DAYS TO FILE A LAWSUIT

If you choose to file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) named in the charge of discrimination,
you must file a complaint in court within 90 days of the date you receive this Notice. Receipt
generally means the date when you (or your representative) opened this email or mail. You should
keep a record of the date you received this notice. Once this 90-day period has passed, your
right to sue based on the charge referred to in this Notice will be lost. If you intend to consult an
attorney, you should do so promptly. Give your attorney a copy of this Notice, and the record of
your receiving it (email or envelope).

If your lawsuit includes a claim under the Equal Pay Act (EPA), you must file your complaint in
court within 2 years (3 years for willful violations) of the date you did not receive equal pay. This
time limit for filing an EPA lawsuit is separate from the 90-day filing period under Title VII, the
ADA, GINA, the ADEA, or the PWFA referred to above. Therefore, if you also plan to sue under
Title VII, the ADA, GINA, the ADEA or the PWFA, in addition to suing on the EPA claim, your
lawsuit must be filed within 90 days of this Notice and within the 2- or 3-year EPA period.

Your lawsuit may be filed in U.S. District Court or a State court of competent jurisdiction.
Whether you file in Federal or State court is a matter for you to decide after talking to your
attorney. You must file a "complaint" that contains a short statement of the facts of your case
which shows that you are entitled to relief. Filing this Notice is not enough. For more information
about filing a lawsuit, go to https://www.eeoc.gov/employees/lawsuit.cfm.

ATTORNEY REPRESENTATION

For information about locating an attorney to represent you, go to:
https://www.eeoc.gov/employees/lawsuit.cfm.

In very limited circumstances, a U.S. District Court may appoint an attorney to represent individuals
who demonstrate that they are financially unable to afford an attorney.

How To REQUEST YOUR CHARGE FILE AND 90-DAY TIME LIMIT FOR REQUESTS

There are two ways to request a charge file: 1) a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request or
2) a “Section 83” request. You may request your charge file under either or both procedures.
EEOC can generally respond to Section 83 requests more promptly than FOIA requests.

Since a lawsuit must be filed within 90 days of this notice, please submit your FOIA and/or
Section 83 request for the charge file promptly to allow sufficient time for EEOC to respond and
for your review.

To make a FOIA request for your charge file, submit your request online at
https://eeoc.arkcase.com/foia/portal/login (this is the preferred method). You may also submit a

FOIA request for your charge file by U.S. Mail by submitting a signed, written request
identifying your request as a “FOIA Request” for Charge Number 471-2023-00955 to the
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Enclosure with EEOC Notice of Closure and Rights (01/22)

District Director at Michelle Eisele, 101 West Ohio St Suite 1900, Indianapolis, IN 46204.

To make a Section 83 request for your charge file, submit a signed written request stating it is
a "Section 83 Request" for Charge Number 471-2023-00955 to the District Director at Michelle

Eisele, 101 West Ohio St Suite 1900, Indianapolis, IN 46204.

You may request the charge file up to 90 days after receiving this Notice of Right to Sue. After
the 90 days have passed, you may request the charge file only if you have filed a lawsuit in court
and provide a copy of the court complaint to EEOC.

For more information on submitting FOIA requests, go to
https://www.eeoc.gov/eeoc/foia/index.cfm.

For more information on submitted Section 83 requests, go to https://www.eeoc.gov/foia/section-
83-disclosure-information-charge-files.






