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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA, JACKSONVILLE DIVISION

ELIAS MAKERE, FSA, MAAA )
Case No (LT)

Plaintiff ) 3:20-cv-00905-MMH-LLL

ALLSTATE INSURANCE COMPANY,

Defendant )

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM JUDGMENT

Plaintiff, ELIAS MAKERE, on this 26t day of April 2024, respectfully
asks this Court to relieve Plaintiff from the ruling that it entered on March 26,
2024. The ruling was titled “Order Granting...Summary Judgment’ {#108}
(hereinafter “That Order”).

Although Plaintiff finds this district judge to be more honorable than
every other official [who has intercepted his pursuit of a trial-by-jury], his
injuries still remain. Thus, he seeks relief.

Key Points:
A.) Points timely; remand; errant dismissal; preserve appeal; etc.
B.) Grounds reversible errors
Table of Contents:
Context  2rd Page

Motion 34 Page
Certificates  11th Page



II.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Title VII charges — for the limited purpose of examining timeliness (ie,
“statute of limitations”).

Nine months after that — on March 26, 2024 {#108} — this Court granted
Plaintiff’s motion for judicial notice [of the correct filing date] (9, supra).
However, That Order simultaneously entered summary judgment in
favor of Defendant (on the basis of administrative timeliness). A decision
that claimed that the [correct] filing date no longer mattered (contrast

with 8 supra).

Analysis
Plaintiff filed both of his administrative charges on time.
a) He filed his First Charge within 365 days of [one of] Defendant’s
discrete acts of discrimination (1 supra;)Y.
b) He filed his Second Charge within 365 days of another batch of
Defendant’s discrete acts of discrimination (5 supra)?.
Plaintiff's Second Charge relates back to his First Charge; thereby
linking the continuing nature of Defendant’s unlawful conduct.
With explicit language, Plaintiff’s Title VII counts incorporated all of
Defendant’s discrimination (Y11 supra). Thereby debunking That
Order’s [false] contention that his Title VII charges only addressed

certain timeframes in Defendant’s misconduct.

Page 5 of 11
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Motion for Relief from Judgment



“We find, however, that the court below did not give
appropriate consideration to appellants' posttrial motion
to set aside the judgment pursuant to Rule 60(b)(3). Thus,
we remand to the district court for rehearing on that
motion...”

— Anderson v Cryovac, 862 F.2d 910 (1% Cir. 1988)

25. Altogether, this Court has the “inherent power” to correct its

orders/judgments.

IV. Application

26. For the instant case, this Court is well-positioned to exercise that
“Inherent power”.
27. First, this Court can restore the continuing nature of Plaintiff’s cause of
action. Doing so via the relation back provision (among other things).
a) see Rule 15(c) Fed. R. Civ. P.;
b) see 60Y-5.001(4) FAC;
c) see 29 CFR §1601.12; 29 CFR §1603.12; 29 CFR §1626.8; and

d) see McKinney v. VA Surgical, 284 Va. 455 (S.E.2d 27 2012).

28. Secondly, this Court can remand the state charges (Segura v. Hunter

Douglas, 184 F. Supp. 2d 1227 (USFLMD 2002)).
29. Plus, this Court can remove the manifest injustice that has blanketed

this case (Agro Dutch v. USA, 589 F.3d 1187 (Fed. Cir. 2009)).

Page 8 of 11
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30. Moreover, this Court can remedy the unconstitutionality of the FCHR’s

trespasses-against-Plaintiff (Bounds v. Smith, 430 US 817 (1977)). As

well as the unconstitutionality of the state agency’s determinations.

Determinations which — in the instant case — were null & void.#

V. Nature of Relief Sought

31. Plaintiff seeks reversal on the grounds of:
a) the relation back provision (found in Title VII; the FCRA; etc.);
b) remanding state charges (pendent jurisdiction);

c) the plausibility standard (Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556 US 662 (2009));

d) the administrative timeliness calculation (Woodham v. BCBSFL,

829 So.2d 891 (Fla. 2002));
e) the FCHR’s unconstitutional conduct (ie, covering for Defendant
with timeliness obstructions);
f) the unconstitutionality of FCHR determinations (§760.11(3) FS);
and
g) more.
32. Moreover, Plaintiff seeks preservation (of all appealable issues) for his

potential appeal (Rule 3-1 11t» Cir. R.).

Page 9 of 11
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CONFERRAL

Today — Friday, April 26, 2024 — Defendant told Plaintiff (via email) that
it opposes this motion. Its short communication (1-sentence/17-words),
however, prompted Plaintiff to outline the aforementioned points (ie,
timeliness calculation, unconstitutionality, etc.). Yet, Plaintiff’s exhausted
efforts to confer in good faith (pursuant to Local Rule 3.01) were to no avail (as
Defendant repeated its boilerplate objection).

Thus, Plaintiff believes the foregoing presents a compelling (ie, manifest
injustice; unconstitutional proceeding /provisions) and important (ie, reversible
issues) reason for obtaining the requested relief.

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully asks this Court to reverse the
Order Granting Summary Judgment {#108}; thereby letting the parties fully
litigate this case.

Dated this 26t day of April 2024.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Elias Makere
ELIAS MAKERE, FSA, MAAA, Plaintiff
PO Box 324
Hobart, IN 46342
P: (904) 294-0026
E: justice.actuarial@gmail.com
W: TextBookDiscrimination.com
Get Booked Up on Justice!
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA, JACKSONVILLE DIVISION

ELIAS MAKERE, FSA, MAAA )
Case No (LT)

Plaintiff ) 3:20-cv-00905-MMH-LLL

ALLSTATE INSURANCE COMPANY,

Defendant )

PLAINTIFF’S FORMAL NOTICE OF
PLAINTIFF’S CONSTITUTIONAL CHALLENGE
(OF TWO STATE STATUTEYS)

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiff, ELIAS MAKERE — on this 30th
day of May 2024 — hereby formalizes his challenge of two state statutes’
constitutionality. Pursuant to Rule 5.1 Fed. R. Civ. P. (among other

authorities), the statutes which he challenges are §760.06 FS and §760.11 FS.

Key Points:
A.) Points permissible bribery; “reasonable cause” determinations;
B.) Grounds 1%t Amendment; 7t Amendment; 14t» Amendment
Table of Contents:
Context  2rd Page
Details 3rd Page
Certificates  10th Page
Exhibits 11th Page
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Stipulation of Mapped Points-on-Appeal

12/20/2024

Emails | Between Appellant-Appellee
n/a

3:20-cv-00905

Makere v Allstate

n/a

n/a
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From:
Sent:
To:
cc:

Subject:

Justice (Actuarial) <justice.actuarial@gmail.com>

Friday, December 20, 2024 11:45 AM EST

Doud, Kimberly <KDoud@littler.com>

Robertson, Lauren C. <LCRobertson@littler.com>; Filmore, Michelle
<MFilmore@Ilittler.com>

Issue Mapping (?) | 24-11336 | Makere v Allstate | Employment Discrimination | Issues-
on-Appeal

Good Morning Allstate,

May you please confirm (or correct) the way you’ve mapped your issues-on-appeal [to my issues-on-

appeal]?

H#

Your
Iss-on- Your Quote é?
App

My lIss-
on-App

01

“In Issue I, Appellant argues the District Court erred when it
dismissed his FCRA claims based on the FCHR’s prior

| 1 administrative adjudication because Appellant alleges the
District Court based its ruling on the wrong filing date for the
2019 Charge."

02

"However, in Issue ll, Appellant argues the District Court
committed reversible error when it applied collateral estoppel
I 5 as a bar to Appellant’s Section 1981 claims based on his
termination and pre-termination acts of discrimination (Count
vii)"

03

"However, in Issue lll, Appellant attempts to challenge this
Court’s ruling, arguing for the first time on appeal Rule 15(c)’s
11 5 : .
relation back doctrine would have prevented summary
judgment in favor of Allstate on Appellant’s Title VIl claims."

04

"First, regarding the car-bicycle collision, Appellant alleged
AV 8 Allstate caused him to receive phone calls, death threats, and
mail taunts centered around praying to God. [Id., 19 86-90]."

05

“In Issue V, Appellant argues for the first time on appeal the
District Court should have remanded Appellant’s FCRA claims
V 3 . :
to state court rather than addressing the merits of those
claims (and dismissing them)."

06

Vi

07

"Additionally, Appellant asserts his Notice of Appellant’s
Constitutional Challenge, challenging two state statutes in his
ViI 4 Third Amended Complaint and Motion for Relief from
Judgment, should have prompted the District Court to remand

his case. [USCA11 Doc. 20-1, Brief at 48]"

Volume 02 | Item 01 | Page 0013
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"Appellant now, in Issue VI, asserts for the first time on

os| VIII 2 appeal, the District Court committed manifest injustice when it
clarified its 2/8/21 Partial Dismissal Order in its Summary
Judgment Order"

Please reference/compare the two attached documents — to aide your mapping.

Please accord:

o RulelFed.R. App.P.;
Rule 47(b) Fed. R. App. P.;
Mark v. Singletary, 62 F.3d 1295 (11t Cir. 1995)
o “Issues not clearly raised in the briefs are considered abandoned.”
Local Rule 2-1 11" Cir. R.;
Local Rule 28-1(h) 11 Cir. R.;
Local Rule 28-2 11 Cir. R.; and
more

O

O

O O O O

Purpose [of this mapping] = (1) crystallize issues-on-appeal; (2) prevent miscarriage of justice; (3)
streamline judicial proceedings; (4) deter further falsehoods [from you]; (5) streamline federal appeal;
(6) and more.

Please answer as soon as you can.
> Note: due to time constraints, | will follow-up with you by phone to get your
confirmation/correction(s).

Thank you,

Elias Makere, FSA, MAAA | Civil Litigant

Federal Case No.: 3:20-cv-00905 | (Allstate, USFLMD)

Federal Case No.: 4:21-cv-00096 | (Early, USFLND)

11 Cir. Case No.: 21-11901; 22-13587

904.294.0026 | justice.actuarial@gmail.com | www.TextBookDiscrimination.com
3709 San Pablo Rd. S. #701

Jacksonville, FL 32224

Ancient Proverb: For every wrong there is a right.
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From: Doud, Kimberly <KDoud@littler.com>

Sent: Friday, December 20, 2024 2:08 PM EST
To: Justice (Actuarial) <justice.actuarial@gmail.com>
cc: Robertson, Lauren C. <LCRobertson@littler.com>; Filmore, Michelle

<MFilmore@littler.com>
Subject:  Re: Issue Mapping (?) | 24-11336 | Makere v Allstate | Employment Discrimination |
Issues-on-Appeal

Mr. Makere:
The briefing speaks for itself. No additional response is necessary. Thank you.

Kimberly Doud

Office Managing Shareholder

407.393.2951 direct, 407.864.1852 mobile, 407.641.9263 fax
KDoud@littler.com

Pronouns: She/Her

Littler

Fueled by ingenuity. Inspired by you.

Labor & Employment Law Solutions | Local Everywhere
111 N Orange Ave, Suite 1750, Orlando, FL 32801
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From:
Sent:
To:
cc:

Subject:

Justice (Actuarial) <justice.actuarial@gmail.com>
Tuesday, December 24, 2024 12:15 PM EST
'Doud, Kimberly' <KDoud@littler.com>

'Robertson, Lauren C.' <LCRobertson@littler.com>; 'Vega, Eddie' <EVega@littler.com>;

'Filmore, Michelle' <MFilmore@littler.com>

Re: Issue Mapping (?) | 24-11336 | Makere v Allstate | Employment Discrimination |

Issues-on-Appeal

Dear Allstate,

Please answer before 5:00 PM EST today (12/24/24). | cannot afford to wait beyond that deadline. For
the sake of convenience, I’'m going to repeat the prompt.

> Do you disagree with the mapping that | provided?

#H#

My Iss-
on-App

Your
Iss-on-
App

Your Quote

01

“In Issue I, Appellant argues the District Court erred when it
dismissed his FCRA claims based on the FCHR’s prior
administrative adjudication because Appellant alleges the
District Court based its ruling on the wrong filing date for the
2019 Charge."

02

"However, in Issue ll, Appellant argues the District Court
committed reversible error when it applied collateral estoppel
as a bar to Appellant’s Section 1981 claims based on his
termination and pre-termination acts of discrimination (Count
vi)"

03

"However, in Issue lll, Appellant attempts to challenge this
Court’s ruling, arguing for the first time on appeal Rule 15(c)’s
relation back doctrine would have prevented summary
judgment in favor of Allstate on Appellant’s Title VIl claims."

04

"First, regarding the car-bicycle collision, Appellant alleged
Allstate caused him to receive phone calls, death threats, and
mail taunts centered around praying to God. [Id., 19 86-90]."

05

“In Issue V, Appellant argues for the first time on appeal the
District Court should have remanded Appellant’s FCRA claims
to state court rather than addressing the merits of those
claims (and dismissing them)."

06

Vi

07

Vi

"Additionally, Appellant asserts his Notice of Appellant’s
Constitutional Challenge, challenging two state statutes in his
Third Amended Complaint and Motion for Relief from

Volume 02 | Item 01 | Page 0016
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Judgment, should have prompted the District Court to remand
his case. [USCA11 Doc. 20-1, Brief at 48]"

"Appellant now, in Issue VI, asserts for the first time on

os| VIII 2 appeal, the District Court committed manifest injustice when it
clarified its 2/8/21 Partial Dismissal Order in its Summary

Judgment Order"

Please reference/compare the two attached documents — to aide your mapping.

Please accord:
o RulelFed.R. App.P.;
o Rule 47(b) Fed. R. App. P.;
o Markv. Singletary, 62 F.3d 1295 (11" Cir. 1995)
o “Issues not clearly raised in the briefs are considered abandoned.”
Local Rule 2-1 11 Cir. R.;
Local Rule 28-1(h) 11t Cir. R.;
Local Rule 28-2 11 Cir. R.; and
more

O O O O

Purpose [of this mapping] = (1) crystallize issues-on-appeal; (2) prevent miscarriage of justice; (3)
streamline judicial proceedings; (4) deter further falsehoods [from you]; (5) streamline federal appeal;
(6) and more.

Please let me know if you disagree with that mapping (before 5:00 PM EST Today (12/24/24)).
» Note: due to time constraints, | will follow-up with you by phone to get your
confirmation/correction(s).

Thank you,

Elias Makere, FSA, MAAA | Civil Litigant

Federal Case No.: 3:20-cv-00905 | (Allstate, USFLMD)

Federal Case No.: 4:21-cv-00096 | (Early, USFLND)

11 Cir. Case No.: 21-11901; 22-13587

904.294.0026 | justice.actuarial@gmail.com | www.TextBookDiscrimination.com
3709 San Pablo Rd. S. #701

Jacksonville, FL 32224

Ancient Proverb: For every wrong there is a right.
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US District Court, Florida, Middle District

3:20-cv-00905
Makere v Allstate
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ITEM 01
PAGES 0019 - 0022

SHORT TITLE:

DATE ENTERED:
DOC TYPE:
TRIBUNAL:

CASE NO:

CASE CAPTION:

LINK:

DOC:

FCHR Director’s Whistleblower Complaint

12/24/2020

Non-Party Filing

Florida Commission on Human Relations, The
2021-28179

Wilson v. FCHR

https://FCHR.MyFlorida.com/

Volume 02 | Item 01 | Page 0019


https://fchr.myflorida.com/

Dae Stamp'{(m}m Use only)

[ Date of Birth |
02/03/1966-

:_ :_;_Name T o "“-'-Contactzl’erson ’I‘elephone Number |

Cheyanne. Costilla

. 850—488—7082
" County

5 Leﬁn

been-;dxscmmn&ted against: m wolatmn of the Public Whistle-blower's: Act, §§l 12: 3187» :

112 3 1895;;;}31 orida Statutes for the following reasois:

 The public whistiehlower stanité hias thres elements: (l) protected conduct, (2] adverse action; and (3)a connection |
‘between the protected conduct and the adverse agtion.

camp}amt”,_ and,that, ‘thes
{ pracnce has ocmm'ed




| that Ms. Wilson would not-violate the statute fo the extent of dismissing certain “frivolous” charges'without the | -
| approptiate administrative review. Ms. Wilson explained. that procedural changes would require the: !eg:slamfe 1
| amending the statute-and, following that, the agency amending; thepertinent sections of the Flotida Administrative |
| Code. Mr. Pichard was unfmr@vmg on this gimnt and continued thereafter to seek replacement of Ms:. Wilson.
1 Ms: Wilson took. FMLA. leave from Oct 18, to Jamiary, 2019. This caused displeasureto Ms: Peterson: and |
| set in-motion a course of hostility in whick she 'omed Mr. Pichard’s efforts fo: OustMs ‘Wilsan or 4o harass her | -
| into fesighing, o |

| Ms. Petetson had been dzsc,xplmed foran ethics violation s the Clay County: School District in2014, an offense

that was highly pnbhcxzed in her losing campaign for Clay County school beard. In the wake of that Toss, | -

Ms. Pete red to beat professional loose ends. Some of her-conduct as an FCHR. Commissioner caused |
& that M. Peterson was secking Ms, Wilson? s-Jo‘b and nsmg her position onithe Commission |

1o sabotagé Ms qulson

“Mr. Pichard startéd going behind Ms. Wilson’s back 1o get-documents. anid -oral infotmation from the Human |
,{"Resources Directc)r_-..k_l ackie: _Steele an: employee with ‘resentments and antagonisnis against hér supervisor, Ms. | |

‘ Wilson, ecently settled 2 case with Ms. Steele about that firing, but |
31 melevant 0. the pomt at1ssuehere w}n  isthat Mt Pichard, as-a Comimissioner, violated formal | |
‘ ;pohcy by -‘gomg around the Execuuve. Director to. saek mfonnatmn Sufi‘ﬂptitlﬂl]&ly from & subordmate emplayee |

| archive that he eéuld spm in support cf hls objectWe of ﬁnng Ms Wilson

_%'!Th'ﬂugh Donoa Elam and uthe'r Comm1ssmners ;eb;iked; and adroonished Mr. Pichard for his abuse of staff |

| Imprmreme Y _Plan (PIP) that FCHR could. ,jotmeet thh current stafﬁng 1evels The;a.gency seught helP om the | :
§ nowern nd new ature, SO Hone were f;mded .
‘suspensmn orf' FC € |
?-:_‘-commmee meetmg

‘OWens 1o ﬁle @ (:harge aga.mst: Mr Osegueda wﬁh hls siperiors.at | 1UD g
ié j.._F nda Lc;glslam f’mally appropn 'e;;i fun&mgfar the staffing neceswy m olear the housmg hacldeg Hewever B
de d : |

As: ‘W?ﬁsan and S'.ought o hav,e the whele Cem;msme
son Due to laclc of quorum, ﬂns hung—aver Ms 3

18 0:}days Under § F60.11 if FCHR ﬁnds “na ca:us * on En. emplayment case:
IFCHR Charge Form+~Revised January:9; 2015




- | days, that cha rging party’s. only remedy i isa heanng ‘before the Dmsmn_of Administrative Hearings (DOAH), At}

| that hearing, the DOAH Administative L w‘}}udge (ALI), may-award reinstatement, back pay, and atforney’s fees 1
| and costs, bt o intangible or punitive damages. The employer may appeal that yesult to FCHR. If the. empioyec i
I , shie may rencunce her DOAH victory and appeal to t District Court of Appeal for a jury tral |
| de : is the only way to get to-court: In the:28 years of existence of the statute, that has never happened. |
1 Soan FCHIR “no-cause” findingisa kiss of death to-any possibility of a jury trial and. anyﬂung but a faifly modest |
| tecovery tn'mostcases. ,

It is far that reasan th_at Mr Plchard and others fac:mg dlscnmmauon charges push so uniremittingly. for FCHR. 0.4,

_} After ;re1ecnng the “no-conﬁdence” monon agamst Ms W:lson the Commlssmn voted to adopt a fermat and i1
N : vor b X : vernance elwy, the } ﬁ

'_ in the employment law mmmumty and weuld have fetched o 'Iarge attendance at the meemng :f Iawﬁllly mmced :
Whatw; i : 1,88 d : i

-an eva!ué:ﬁ nfréﬁ:éwer,and sﬁanﬁardsfar__, Wi S0M;,
the miceting of October 15,2020, Ms, Wilson was: ﬁred.zllegally

| Ms. Wilsen®s additioniat protected condict mciudesé:repeated ohjections to. convérsations about. agency: buginess |-
- among and between Commissioners sgainst the advice of agency counsel; objections to individual Commissioners |

gwmg direction to staff in violation.of Governance P jecting to-Commissioner Peterson calling for the
firing of an employee; objecting to Commissioners retaliating to her FMLA leave. As stated above, the main |-
-adverse action ‘was being fired in reialiation for refusal’ ta. olate the law on case investigations..

| Ms. 'Wilson demznds the full relief to which she fi‘s:e:itiitléﬂ'by-’law-‘:

YRDED FULL RELIER'TO WHICH | AM ENTITLED TO UNDER THE LAWS), -
P naltiec of perjury, L declarethat T have read the foregoing complaint of discrimination and ‘that: thefads
théagmeyifi changemy adiivess on beliphoini warnlie End Ewill conperate frlky with then th e processing oy

FCHR. Charge Form.~Revised January. 9, 2015
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From: Rick Johnson

To: "John Scotese"

Cc: "Kelly Thomas"; rick@rej-law.com
Subject: 071: F.C.H.R. Case No. 202128179
Date: Friday, May 28, 2021 3:42:47 PM
Mr. Scotese:

Please accept this as the Amended Charge you requested, though we believe it could also (and
perhaps more properly) be considered a response to an investigative inquiry arising from the original
charge. We think investigations rather than amended charges are the proper vehicle for obtaining
information that fills in the picture of a sequence of events described in a whistleblower charge.

You asked for more specifics on Michelle Wilson’s protected conduct. A good example came near
the end of her tenure on August 18, 2020.

A five-member panel of the Commission consisting of Jay Pichard (Chair), Donna Elam, Derrick
McGhee, Dawn Hanson, and Al McCambry had been commissioned to review the HUD issue
described in our original charge. The panel, at this meeting, was tasked with recommending
performance measures after a discussion of the Commission’s progress in meeting the HUD goals.
FCHR had, by then, met HUD’s standards, but not much about HUD came up at the meeting. Mr.
Pichard steered the discussion to meeting the 180-day compliance deadline for completing
investigations of employment discrimination claims. As he had made clear throughout his tenure, he
wanted the 180-day deadline met consistently by issuing “no-cause” determinations on charges at
intake, rather than after investigation.

One of FCHR’s knowledgeable employees, Joe Cash, provided a breakdown of the 180 day issue and
projected that the Commission would not only meet, but exceed, the performance goals if two
additional positions were established.

After a lengthy discussion, Ms. Wilson passionately, but professionally, declared to the panel that
she believed it was unfair to expect staff to meet performance measures without having the
necessary staffing and resources. She pointed out that FCHR is bound by the Florida Statutes and the
rules of the Florida Administrative Code to perform a fair and neutral investigation, not just go
through the motions or dismiss cases at the very outset. She made it clear to the panel that she
would not direct the staff to close an investigation prematurely just for the sake of meeting a 180-
day standard. She specifically asked the panel to share with her exactly what their expectations
were, given this challenging situation of not having the resources to process FCHR's caseload within
180-days. The law has an answer: finish the investigation in a longer time. She also asserted that
demanding an employee to close a case prematurely was unfair to both parties and that it could be
detrimental to the agency's core value of providing fair and impartial investigations as well as
exposing FCHR to consequences for unlawful conduct. She said the answer is to provide the
resources FCHR needs to meet the 180-day deadline or change the law. Otherwise, FCHR will have
to go on taking longer in some cases. It is not an option to just break the law.

Mr. Pichard, as was his custom, demanded that FCHR finish the investigations in 180 days and
dismiss some without investigation. Derrick McGhee supported that view. A “no-confidence” vote
immediately followed:


mailto:rick@rej-law.com
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Elam —No
McCambry —No
Hanson —Yes
Pichard- Yes
McGhee- Yes

vk W e

The full commission did not sustain the 3-2 no-confidence vote against Ms. Wilson the first time.
But the lines were drawn and the issues defined. The vote that fired Ms. Wilson on October 15,
2020, was over exactly the same issues.

Other protected conduct occurred on July 20, 2020, when Ms. Wilson called for compliance with the
Governance Policy which called for establishment of performance measures. The Commission
resisted compliance with that binding regulation. Ms. Wilson went unevaluated for several years
and was fired without the existence of any current standards by which her performance could be
measured. The commissioners wanted to fire her for not dismissing discrimination charges at the
intake stage, but they obviously could not formalize that unlawful performance measure.

On 07/03/20, Jay Pichard specifically asked Ms. Wilson for “flexibility” to “save businesses.” By this
he meant dismissing employment discrimination charges at intake, without investigation, issuing a
“no cause” finding so charging parties could not go to court. Ms. Wilson declined, reiterating to
Pichard and the board that the commission’s job, by law, was to investigate claims as a neutral fact
finding agency and not to favor either party to a complaint. Pichard repeatedly asked the same
guestion hoping to get a different response from the General Counsel. To our knowledge, he never
did.

On 8/10/20, Ms. Wilson sought enforcement of the Governance Policy when she requested to know
what evaluation process was being used to evaluate her so she could have an opportunity to
meet/exceed expectations. Nothing was established during a panel discussion. Rule violations
persisted despite these objections.

Please ask us specifically for any other information you need to process the charge.

Rick Johnson

Florida Bar Certified Labor & Employment Lawyer
Law Office of Richard E. Johnson

314 West Jefferson St.

Tallahassee, FL 32301

850-425-1997

850-561-0836 (fax)

rick@rej-law.com

http://employee-rights.net
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
ELEVENTH CIRCUIT

Makere v Allstate, 24-11336

CERTIFICATE OF INTERESTED PERSONS
AND CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Lower Tribunal:

Lambert, Laura Magistrate
Howard, Marcia District Judge
Parties:

Allstate Insurance Company
(NYSE: ALL) Appellee

Makere, Elias (FSA, MAAA) Appellant

Appellant is not a subsidiary/affiliate of a publicly owned corporation.
Pursuant to Rule 26.1-2 11th Cir. R., Appellant does not know of any
other entities that have interest in this case. Appellant hereby
certifies that this CIP is complete.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 24t day of December 2024, I
electronically filed the foregoing with the Clerk of Courts by
using PACER; which will send a notice of electronic filing to the
attached service list.

/s/ Elias Makere

Electronic Copy: (text-searchable)
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