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STATE OF MICHIGAN
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHTENAW

LORRIE L. THOMAS, an individual,

Plaintiff,
V.
CITY OF YPSILANTI, a municipal corporation,
TRACEY BOUDREAU, individually and in her
official capacity, and ANDREW HELLENGA,

individually and in his official capacity,

Defendants, jointly and severally.
/

TISHKOFF PLC
By: William G. Tishkoff (P45165)
And: Christopher M. Vukelich (P76420)
Attorneys for Plaintiff
407 North Main Street
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104-1127
(734) 663-4077
/

26-000025-CD
Case No. 26 - -CD

Hon. JUDGE JULIA B.
OWDZIEJ

There is no other pending or resolved civil action arising out of
the transaction or occurrence alleged in the complaint.

COMPLAINT

[JURY TRIAL DEMANDED)]

NOW COMES Plaintiff Lorrie L. Thomas and states for her complaint against

Defendants City of Ypsilanti, Tracey Boudreau, and Andrew Hellenga:

PARTIES
1. Plaintiff Lorrie L. Thomas is an individual residing in the County of Washtenaw,
State of Michigan.
2. Defendant City of Ypsilanti (“Defendant City”) is a municipal corporation located

in the County of Washtenaw, State of Michigan.



3. Defendant Tracey Boudreau is an individual residing in the County of Wayne,
State of Michigan.

4. Defendant Andrew Hellenga is an individual residing in the County of
Washtenaw, State of Michigan.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

5. This is an action for damages and equitable relief pursuant to Michigan’s
Whistleblowers’ Protection Act (WPA), MCL 15.361 ef seq., the Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act
(ELCRA) , MCL 37.2101 et seq., and the Persons With Disabilities Civil Rights Act
(PWDCRA), MCL 37.1101 et seq.

6. The amount in controversy is in excess of one million, five hundred thousand
dollars ($1,500,000).

7. This Court has jurisdiction over this action and venue is proper in this Court
pursuant to MCL 600.605 and MCL 600.1621, inter alia.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

8. Plaintiff is a fifty-six (56) year old woman.

0. Defendant City is a public body and employer pursuant to the WPA.

10. Plaintiff was employed by Defendant City as Deputy City Clerk from December
2023 until terminated in October 2025.

11. Defendant Tracey Boudreau is, and was, City Clerk for Defendant City.

12. At all material times, Defendant Boudreau possessed supervisory authority to
hire, discipline, and recommend discharge of employees.

13. At all material times, she acted in her official capacity as an “agent” of Defendant

City and also individually, on her own behalf.



14. Defendant Andrew Hellenga is, and was at all relevant times, the City Manager
and Chief Administrative Officer for the City of Ypsilanti.

15. At all material times, Defendant Hellenga acted in his official capacity as an
“agent” of Defendant City and also individually, on his own behalf.

16. Plaintiff was qualified to perform the essential functions of her job but has a
hearing-related disability that includes an auditory processing disorder.

17. On July 19, 2024, Plaintiff requested a reasonable accommodation for her
hearing disability to Defendant Boudreau and Defendant City HR Director Rachel Frye: a
recording device with Assistive Technology (AT) to capture communications in closed captions
for meetings.

18. Defendants did not respond to Plaintiff’s above accommodation request.

19. Instead, within six (6) days, on July 25, 2024, Defendants demoted Plaintiff and
removed her from her position as Defendant City’s Administrative Hearings Clerk.

20. On that date, Defendants transferred Plaintiff’s Administrative Hearings Clerk
position to her much younger, less experienced, male subordinate John Tramp.

21. Tramp, Plaintiff’s replacement, was only 28 years old, did not have a college
degree — unlike Plaintiff, who has high school, college and law degrees — and had no previous
office experience.

22. Defendant Boudreau instructed Plaintiff to train Tramp to perform Plaintiff’s
former job, which Plaintiff did.

23. At a City Council meeting on September 17, 2024, the City Council passed

Resolution No. 2024-211.



24. As approved, Resolution No. 2024-211 authorized the City Clerk, Defendant
Boudreau, to hire Molly Boudreau, her daughter, with the City Council confirming at the
meeting that the contract authority expired February 28, 2025.

25. Despite the expiration of her authority to employ her daughter on February 28,
2025, Defendant Boudreau kept her daughter on the City payroll through mid-April 2025.

26. At the time, Defendant Boudreau explained to Plaintiff that her daughter was kept
on Defendant City’s payroll to “clean the basement.”

27. Plaintiff recognized that Defendant Boudreau was unlawfully directing payments
to her daughter from public funds.

28. Plaintiff rightfully believed Defendant Boudreau’s above actions converted public
funds and violated City ordinances regarding contracts and anti-nepotism ordinances (Ordinance
11.05, inter alia).

29. Defendant Boudreau subsequently presented Plaintiff with time sheets authorizing
the above unlawful payments to her daughter, Molly Boudreau, and directed Plaintiff to sign
them.

30. Plaintiff refused and informed Defendant Boudreau that Plaintiff believed the
above payments to Defendant Boudreau’s daughter that Defendant Boudreau was asking
Plaintiff to sign off on were unlawful.

31. In April 2025, Plaintiff reported this suspected violation of law to Defendant City
Director of Human Resources Rachel Frye and City Manager Defendant Hellenga.

32. Defendant City, including its Human Resources department, is a public body and

City Manager Defendant Hellenga is an employee of a public body.



33. Plaintiff’s April 2025 report and disclosures were to a public body within the
meaning of the WPA.

34, Within days of the above report, on May 2, 2025, Defendant City HR Director
Frye called Plaintiff into a meeting with Defendant Boudreau.

35. In the meeting, Boudreau handed Plaintiff a disciplinary action letter and stated to
Plaintiff it was her “intention was to fire” Plaintiff.

36. The letter contained false, humiliating and outrageous accusations by Defendant
Boudreau, intended to cover up her unlawful conduct with her daughter reported by Plaintiff,
which included three (3) counts of “poor hygiene” and two (2) counts of violence in the
workplace.

37. Frye later disclosed to Plaintiff that Defendant Boudreau was claiming that
Plaintiff’s “poor hygiene” was Plaintiff’s perfume choice.

38. Defendant Boudreau then told Plaintiff that she was compelled to follow
Defendant City’s disciplinary policy, which barred her from terminating Plaintiff at that time,
and informed Plaintiff that she was suspended without pay for five (5) days.

39. During her employment with Defendant City, Plaintiff observed instances where
employees were paid by Defendant City either without appearing at work or leaving after just a
few hours of work.

40. Plaintiff reported these suspected timekeeping violations and related wage theft to
Defendant City Finance Director and Treasurer Rheagan Basabica and Frye.

41. Defendant Boudreau and her direct reports responded to Plaintiff with extreme

workplace hostility and acts of retaliation.



42. Plaintiff reported the above hostile work environment and retaliation to Defendant
Hellenga; however, Defendant Hellenga failed to conduct a reasonable investigation or to take
reasonable action to address Plaintiff’s reports.

43. Defendants did not subject male employees similarly situated to Plaintiff to
discipline or hostile treatment for wearing perfume or cologne.

44, On August 6, 2025, Plaintiff returned to work from a bereavement leave.

45. On the same day, Defendant Boudreau and Defendant City HR Generalist Kirstie
Williams met with Plaintiff.

46. Defendant Boudreau handed Plaintiff a letter and informed her that she was
terminated.

47. The above letter was entitled “Disciplinary Action for Lorrie Thomas, Deputy
City Clerk”, contained false or pretextual accusations against Plaintiff, and concluded: “Lorrie
Thomas is hereby relieved of all duties immediately.”

48. Shortly after the above meeting, Williams sent Plaintiff an email confirming that
Plaintiff’s employment “ended” that day.

49. On September 19, 2025, Plaintiff requested a hearing on her removal under
Section 4.04.

50. On October 14, 2025, Plaintiff notified Defendant City and the City Council that
she did not receive any hearing notification.

51. In retaliation for Plaintiff’s above protected whistleblower activity, on October
10, 2025, at Defendant City’s Election Commission meeting, in her individual and official

capacity, Defendant Boudreau made public statements severely damaging Plaintiff’s business



reputation, including falsely representing that Plaintiff was negligent in her handling of her job
duties with Defendant City during Defendant City’s last election process.

52. Defendant Boudreau’s statements at the above October 10, 2025, meeting were
false and made with knowledge of their falsity or with reckless disregard for the truth.

53. Defendant Boudreau’s above statements at the October 10, 2025, Defendant
City’s Election Commission meeting, were calculated to punish Plaintiff for engaging in
protected whistleblower activity, damage Plaintiff’s professional reputation, deter future
protected activity, and provide cover for Defendant Boudreau’s unlawful conduct Plaintiff had
reported.

54. Defendants’ above unlawful conduct caused Plaintiff significant injuries and
damages, including economic loss, severe emotional distress, humiliation, severe reputational
harm, and lost wages and benefits (including back pay and future wages), and other economic
and non-economic loss in a total amount in excess of one million, five hundred thousand dollars
($1,500,000).

COUNTII

VIOLATION OF THE MICHIGAN WHISTLEBLOWERS' PROTECTION ACT

[All Defendants]
55. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.
56. Plaintiff engaged in protected activity under the WPA by reporting suspected
violations of law to public bodies.

57. These reports included disclosures regarding nepotism, timekeeping, and wage

theft.



58. The WPA protections encompass post-termination retaliation that hinders future
employment and damages a former employee’s reputation.

59. Defendants took adverse employment actions against Plaintiff, including
retaliation, suspension, restrictions, termination notices, discharge and defamation because of her
exercise of activity protected by the WPA.

60. Defendants Boudreau and Hellenga are liable for the above WPA violations
individually and in their official capacity on behalf of Defendant City, as they engaged in,
authorized, covered up and perpetuated this retaliation against Plaintiff.

61. Defendants’ above violation caused Plaintiff significant injuries and damages,
including economic loss, severe emotional distress, humiliation, severe reputational harm, and
lost wages and benefits (including back pay and future wages), other economic and non-
economic loss in a total amount in excess of one million, five hundred thousand dollars
($1,500,000), and attorney fees and costs.

COUNT II

VIOLATION OF MICHIGAN’S ELLIOTT-LARSEN CIVIL RIGHTS ACT

[All Defendants — Sex and Age Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation]

62. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.

63. Plaintiff is a member of protected classes under ELCRA, including sex (female)
and age (over forty).

64. Defendants Boudreau and Hellenga acted as agents of Defendant City and
exercised authority over Plaintiff’s terms and conditions of employment.

65. Defendants discriminated against Plaintiff with respect to compensation, terms,

conditions, and privileges of employment because of Plaintiff’s sex and age.



66. Defendants’ discriminatory acts included heightened scrutiny, unequal discipline,
restrictions, removal of duties, and discharge.

67. Defendants used false and stigmatizing allegations as a pretext and as sex-based
stereotyping and humiliation directed at Plaintiff.

68. Defendants removed Plaintiff from key duties and required Plaintiff to train a
substantially younger male employee to perform duties that Plaintiff had previously performed,
evidencing age-based and sex-based bias.

69. Plaintiff opposed and complained about discriminatory and hostile treatment in
the workplace.

70. Defendants knew that Plaintiff opposed and complained about discrimination and
hostile treatment.

71. Defendants created a hostile working environment and retaliated against Plaintiff
for opposing and complaining about discrimination, and by taking adverse employment actions
against Plaintiff, including discharge and post-employment reputational harm.

72. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ ELCRA violations, Plaintiff
incurred significant injuries and damages, including economic loss, severe emotional distress,
humiliation, severe reputational harm, and lost wages and benefits (including back pay and
future wages), other economic and non-economic loss in a total amount in excess of one million,
five hundred thousand dollars ($1,500,000), and attorney fees and costs.

COUNT I11

VIOLATION OF MICHIGAN’S PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES CIVIL RIGHTS ACT

[All Defendants — Disability Discrimination, Failure to Accommodate, and Retaliation]

73. Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.



74. Plaintiff has a disability within the meaning of the PWDCRA, including a
hearing-related disability that substantially limits major life activities, including hearing and
workplace communication.

75. Plaintiff was qualified for her position and was able to perform the essential
functions of her job, with reasonable accommodation.

76. Plaintiff provided Defendants with written notice of her need for reasonable
accommodation within 182 days of learning that accommodation was needed, including her
written request submitted on or about July 19, 2024.

77. Defendants failed and refused to accommodate Plaintiff’s disability and failed and
refused to engage in any meaningful interactive process to identify and provide reasonable
accommodation.

78. Defendants discriminated against Plaintiff in the terms, conditions, and privileges
of employment because of Plaintiff’s disability, including by materially altering Plaintiff’s job
duties and subjecting Plaintiff to discipline and discharge.

79. Plaintiff was subjected to disability-based harassment and ridicule in the
workplace, including comments and conduct intended to mock Plaintiff’s hearing disability.

80. Plaintiff opposed and complained about disability-based discrimination,
harassment, and the failure to accommodate.

81. Defendants retaliated and interfered with Plaintiff’s exercise of rights protected by
the PWDCRA by escalating discipline, restrictions, termination actions, and post-employment
reputational harm after Plaintiff requested accommodation and complained about disability-

based mistreatment.

10



82. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ PWDCRA violations, Plaintiff
incurred significant injuries and damages, including economic loss, severe emotional distress,
humiliation, severe reputational harm, lost wages and benefits (including back pay and future
wages), other economic and non-economic loss in a total amount in excess of one million, five
hundred thousand dollars ($1,500,000), and attorney fees and costs.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests the entry of a judgment and injunction
against Defendants, jointly and severally, providing the following relief:

A. Awarding actual, consequential, and exemplary damages in excess of $25,000.00;

B. Awarding compensation for lost wages and benefits, past and future;

C. Awarding compensation for emotional and mental distress;

D. Awarding equitable relief, including an injunction ordering Defendants to reinstate

Plaintiff to her former position with Defendant City;

E. Awarding Plaintiff reasonable attorney fees and costs;

F. Awarding Plaintiff pre-filing and post-filing interest;

G. Awarding Plaintiff all damages and remedies allowed by common law, applicable

statute, or court rule;

H. Granting such other relief as is necessary and proper; and
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I.  Awarding Plaintiff punitive and exemplary damages for the willful and malicious
conduct of individual Defendants.
Respectfully submitted,

Tishkoff PLC

/s/ William G. Tishkoff

By: William G. Tishkoff (P45165)

And: Christopher M. Vukelich (P76420)
Attorneys for Plaintiff

407 North Main Street

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104-1127

(734) 663-4077

January 5, 2026
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