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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan addresses motions in a racial-
discrimination class action brought by former Renaissance Center security personnel against corporate
and individual defendants. The court grants the individual defendants’ motion to adopt and join the
corporate defendants’ motion to dismiss or for a more definite statement, denies that motion, and
denies related motions to stay proceedings as moot following the Sixth Circuit’s affirmance of the
denial of arbitration. The court concludes that the second amended complaint provides sufficient
notice and is not an impermissible shotgun pleading.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs filed a second amended class-action complaint alleging
racial discrimination and related claims arising from their employment
as security personnel. Corporate Defendants moved to dismiss under
Rule 12(b)(6) or, alternatively, for a more definite statement under
Rule 12(e), and to stay proceedings pending an arbitration appeal.
Individual Defendants moved to adopt and join those motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 12(b)(6) motion is evaluated under the plausibility standard:
the complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true,
to state a facially plausible claim, with the complaint construed in the
light most favorable to the plaintiff. A Rule 12(e) motion is
discretionary and should be granted only when a pleading is so



excessively vague or ambiguous that it is unintelligible and seriously
prejudices the defendant’s ability to answer.
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TOPICS

motions to dismiss motion for a more definite statement pleadings civil procedure

employment discrimination

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure employment law civil rights employment discrimination appellate procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Individual Defendants could adopt and join the Corporate Defendants’ motion to dismiss or
for a more definite statement.

2. Whether the second amended complaint was an impermissible shotgun pleading under the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure.

3. Whether the second amended complaint was sufficiently specific and intelligible to satisfy Rules 8 and
10 and avoid dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) or a more definite statement under Rule 12(e).

4. Whether the motion to stay proceedings pending the arbitration appeal remained justiciable after the
Sixth Circuit affirmed the denial of arbitration.

HOLDINGS

1. Individual Defendants were permitted to adopt and join the Corporate Defendants’ motion because the
arguments were transferable, all Defendants were proceeding in lockstep, and no prejudice resulted from
the lack of a separate concurrence request.

2. The second amended complaint was not an impermissible shotgun pleading warranting dismissal
because it separated materially distinct claims into separate counts and provided sufficient notice of the
legal theories and factual bases asserted.

3. The second amended complaint stated claims sufficient to survive Rule 12(b)(6) because its factual
allegations, accepted as true, raised a reasonable expectation that discovery would reveal evidence of
unlawful conduct.

4. A more definite statement was not warranted because the second amended complaint was not so
excessively vague or ambiguous as to be unintelligible or to seriously prejudice Defendants in
answering.

5. The Corporate Defendants’ motion to stay and Individual Defendants’ related motion to adopt and join
were denied as moot because the Sixth Circuit had resolved the arbitration appeal and affirmed the
denial of arbitration.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the
reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” (II.B)

“A motion under Rule 12(e) should not be granted unless the complaint is so excessively vague and
ambiguous as to be unintelligible and as to prejudice the defendant seriously in attempting to answer it.”
(II.B.2)

“Given these detailed, specific allegations pertaining to each Individual Defendant by name, Plaintiffs go
well beyond labels and conclusions or a mere formulaic recitation of the elements of their claims, and they
certainly provide enough facts to raise a reasonable expectation that discovery will reveal evidence of illegal
conduct.” (II.B.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs are Black former security personnel who worked at Detroit’s Renaissance Center for or in connection
with G4S Secure Solutions, Renaissance Center Management Company, General Motors, and Allied Universal.
They alleged a years-long hostile work environment, racial slurs and harassment, discriminatory treatment of
Black visitors, failures to promote, retaliation, and violations of federal and Michigan civil-rights laws. The
second amended complaint named multiple corporate and individual defendants and alleged that the defendants
acted jointly, tolerated discriminatory conduct, and retaliated against employees who complained.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Court had previously denied Defendants’ request to compel arbitration as to Plaintiffs Robert Barnes and
Maurice Duck, and Defendants appealed the ruling as to Barnes. Plaintiffs filed a second amended complaint
while the appeal was pending. The Sixth Circuit later affirmed the denial of arbitration, rendering the stay
motion and the related joinder motion moot. The Court granted Individual Defendants’ motion to adopt and join
the dismissal/more-definite-statement motion, denied the Corporate Defendants’ motion, denied the stay-related
motions as moot, and allowed Plaintiffs until February 20, 2026, to seek leave to amend.
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