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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan addresses Angel’s Place’s motion
for summary judgment in Dominique Maclin-Shelton’s action alleging race and age discrimination,
harassment, and retaliation under federal and Michigan law. The court grants summary judgment on
the racial discrimination claims, concluding that Maclin-Shelton did not establish a similarly situated
comparator, and analyzes the remaining age and retaliation claims in the opinion.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on all claims in plaintiff's
employment-discrimination, harassment, and retaliation action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when the movant shows that no genuine
dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law. The court views the evidence and draws reasonable
inferences in favor of the nonmoving party, but the nonmoving party
must present specific, significant probative evidence of a genuine issue
for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff established a prima facie case of race discrimination under 42 U.S.C. § 1981, Title VII,
and ELCRA.

2. Whether plaintiff established a prima facie case of age discrimination under the ADEA and ELCRA.

3. Whether plaintiff produced evidence of a severe or pervasive hostile work environment based on race or
age under Title VII and ELCRA.

4. Whether plaintiff engaged in protected activity sufficient to support her race-based retaliation claims
under § 1981, Title VII, and ELCRA.

5. Whether plaintiff's report of the alleged age-based remark constituted protected activity for purposes of
her ELCRA age-retaliation claim.

6. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law retaliation
claim after dismissal of the federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to establish a prima facie case of racial discrimination because she did not show that a
similarly situated nonprotected employee was treated more favorably.

2. Plaintiff failed to establish a prima facie case of age discrimination because she did not identify a
younger replacement or a similarly situated younger employee treated more favorably, and the isolated
age-related remark did not support an inference that age caused her termination.

3. Plaintiff failed to establish a hostile work environment because the alleged conduct was neither severe
nor pervasive enough to alter the conditions of employment.

4. Plaintiff's race-based retaliation claims failed because her complaints that the supervisor was a bully and
power-hungry did not constitute protected activity opposing race discrimination.

5. Plaintiff's ELCRA age-retaliation claim survived the merits portion of the summary-judgment motion
because reporting the alleged statement that a coworker was too old to work constituted protected
activity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court GRANTS IN PART AND DENIES IN PART defendant’s motion for summary judgment (ECF No.
21).” (33)

“Because Maclin-Shelton’s complaints contained no “specter of a claim of unlawful [race] discrimination,”
id., her complaints cannot be considered “protected activity” required for her to succeed on the race-based
retaliation claims asserted under Title VII, § 1981, and ELCRA.” (32)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Maclin-Shelton worked for Angel’s Place as a direct-care worker at a residential home serving people with
developmental disabilities. Before her termination, she received multiple corrective actions and a work-
improvement plan for performance and safety-related issues. On August 8, 2022, a resident accessed food
through an open pantry door and Maclin-Shelton was involved in a medication-timing violation; Angel’s Place
terminated her two days later, citing those incidents. Maclin-Shelton also complained that her supervisor was a
bully and reported hearing the supervisor say that coworker Renee Calvin was too old to work there.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Maclin-Shelton filed an eight-count complaint on January 11, 2024, after filing an EEOC charge and receiving a
right-to-sue letter. Angel’s Place moved for summary judgment. The court granted the motion as to the race-
discrimination, race-retaliation, and age-discrimination claims; denied it as to the age-based ELCRA retaliation
claim, but dismissed that remaining state-law claim without prejudice after declining supplemental jurisdiction.
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