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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS  avaovitg ®
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, CHANCERY DIVISION 21238102
CAYLA PAGE, THERESA BLASHAW,
KIANA BOWLES, individually and on behalf | Case No.20230H00878
of themselves and all others similarly situated,
Plaintiffs, CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT
V.
Jury Trial Demanded
FORD MOTOR COMPANY,
Defendant.
CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs Cayla Page, Theresa Blashaw, and Kiana Bowles (“Plzintiffs”), by their
undersigned attorneys, on their own behalf and on behalf of all othe-s simi'arly situated, upon
personal knowledge as to themselves and their own acts, and upon informatiort and belief as to ,21"

other matters, brings this action against Ford Motor Company (“Defendant”) for its violations of

Plaintiffs’ privacy rights guaranteed under the Illinois Genetic lnformatiorl' Privacy Act, 410
Illinois Compiled Statute (“ILCS”) 513 ef seq. (hereinafter “GIPA”), and alleges as follows:

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. Unlocking the human genetic code came with it the potential for hitherto
unfathomable medical development. It permitted individuals to learn in detail the possibilities that
were hidden within their genome. For the first t.ivme, women can ncw learn whether they are
predisposed to get breast cancer; families can trace their genetic lineage back thousands of years,
and law enforcement can use DNA sampleé to identify criminals. . .-
2, However, all of this information can only be obtained if people.are willing to allow

sharing of genetic information, and that is only possible if people know:that their genetic

information will not be used against them in future employment, insurance or cther situations. For
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example, few women would want to learn about a predisposition to breast cancér if that meant that
tﬁey could be barred from certaiﬁ jobs or prevented from obtaining lifc insurance. |

3. The Illinois Legislature enacted GIPA iﬁ 1998 with l.he goal' to protect Illincis
rcsident§ from having their genetic information being used against them in em>loyment settings.

4. Consistent with this goal, GIPA provides strong legal zprotect.'z.ons .to ensure. that
Illinois residents can take advantage of the knowledge that can be gail;.e'd frorﬁ obtaining persé)l;;l
genetic information, without fear that this same infbrmation could be useci by employers té
discriminate against them.

5. Among its other valuable protections, GIPA prohibits employers from learning or
using genetic information in making employment decisions. GIPA bars employers from asking
about employees or potential employees' genetic information, prevents employers from obtaining
this information from third parties, and forbids employers from using such iﬂ'formation to affect
the terms and conditions of employment. ; h

6. To accomplish this goal, GIPA employs a compreher;ive deginition of “geagtic
information” that includes information regarding an individual’s fami: s medi-al history..

7. . Despite GIPA’s prohibitions, some companies in Illincis still sk their employegs
or applicants to provide protected family medical history when making hiring determinations and
job assignments in blatant violation of the law.

8. Defendant chose to repeatedly disregard Illinois’ genetia privagy‘ ’I'avys by asking its
employees to provide genetic inform;ation in thc form of family mcdical history to assist the
company in making employment decisions.

9. . Accordingly, Plaintiffs seek on behalf of themselves, and all o Defendant’s pther

similarly situated employees in the state, an order: (i) requiring Defendant to cease the unlav/ful

. A
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activities discussed herein; and (ii) awarding actual and/or statutory damages “o Plaintiffs and the
members of the proposed Class.

PARTIES

10. - Plaintiff Cayla Page is and was at all relevant times of er:aploym=nt with Defendant,
an individual citizen of the Statc of Illinois. Ms. Page currently resides in Stegzr, lllinois.

11.  Plaintiff Theresa Blashaw is and was at all relevant *‘mes cf cmployment with
Defendant, an individual citizen of the State of Illinois. Ms. Blashaw currently resides in Evergreen
Park, Illinois.

12.  Plaintiff Kiana Bowles is and was at all relevant times of employment with
Dafendant, an individual citizen of the State of Illinois. Ms. Bowles c::rrently resides in Conntry
Club Hills, Hllinois. .

13.. . Defendant Ford Motor Company is a Delaware corpci-tion v<th its headquariers
located at One American Road, Dearborn, M1 48126. Defendant condu~.s bus:-:ess throughoui this
County, the State of Illinois, and the United States. '\ s

. 14..  Defendant is a major employer in the state of Illinois, with g;proximately 5,000
employees in the state. Since 1924, Defendant has operated its Chicar: Assebly Plant at 12600
S. Terrence Avenue, Chicago, IL 60633.. Defendant presently manufactures .various vehicles at
this location, including the Ford Explorer and Lincoln Aviator, and erzploys 5,810 individuals at

this location. ' ' '

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

con . ..
o PORRd T

| .
15.  This Court has jurisdiction over D=fendant pursuant 15 735 1.CS 5/2-209 of the

|

[llinois Code of Civil Procedure because Defendant conducts business ‘ransag-ions in llli;]oic, &1d

has committed tortious acts in lllinois.

.
W "n ' TR
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"16.  Venue is proper in Cook County because Defendant’ opei‘étés throughout this
County and “resides” in Cook County within the meaning of 735 ILCS'5/2-103(a).
ILLINOIS GENETIC INFORMATION PRIVACY AT (“C'PA”)

17.  During the 1990’s the U.S. government poured billions of doi.ars into the Hum'm
Genome Project in an attempt to map the entire human genetic cod*‘ Whe‘l" Prcs:dent C!laton
announced the first successful “rough draft” of the Project in 2000, he 'xalled las one of t.hel;:;':at
achievements of human history, and said: “Today we are learning the languz e with which G-d
created life[.]”! |

18.  However, like any great leap in human understanding. learning the meaning of
people’s genetics came with many concerns. One movie released aro:d this “ime, the dystcpian
science fiction movie Gattaca, attempted to show how this new technclogy ‘c;\;,lld be abused. The
movie conjured a not-too-distant future where genetic discrimination was ram:bant. In the movie,
companies segregated people based on their.genctic prefiles, those witi: better genetic profiles (i.e.
genetically engineered humans) were eligible for professional employ:ent, wiile others with less
desirable genetics (e.g., susceptibility to heart disease or cancer) were_nemg; yyable or relegaied

to menial jobs. Since its release, the film has been regularly used in sc’io0ls % show the posgitle

misuses of genetic information.? " Ce

! Sczennslf Complate Rough Drafi of Hz'man Genome (N.Y. Times ! e 2€, 2000) availablz at

.mps //archlvc nytlmes com/www/.n3 /umes com/l|brary/nat:onal/oc«wnce/O"2‘6003c1-hum¢. -

genomc.html?amp;sq=francls%252520»01]ms&st=csc&scp=23 e "'"

2 What Do People Who*Work in Genetics Think About Gattaca 25 Yeers Afie» lis Release (Slate
Aug. 15, 2022) available at https://slate.com/technology/2022/0%/gattacs-25th-anniversary-

genetics-crispr.htmi . A o ;-
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19.  Illlinois stood at the forefront of protecting its citizens fromr the abuse of this
technology when it first passed GIPA in 1998. According to the Illinois Legic!ature, the intent of

GIPA is to protect an individual from their genetic information (such »s fam™y medical hisiory)
- . . ‘ 'u' . - « °.
being used against them in a discriminatory manner. Limiting the usc or reauests for protected
LI - . . . ‘ - e e, °f
genetic information is a key component of health information privacy. 410 lLf,:S 513/5(1)-(5).

i

. 20.  The lllinois Legislature amended GIPA in 2008 to iucrease,.‘i‘its protections- and
harmonize Illinois state law with the then-recently passed Federal Genetic Information
Nondiscrimination Act of 2008 (“GINA™), 110 P.L. 233; see also 42 *J.S.C. /; 2000ff. The 2C08
amendments to GIPA sought to further prohibit discriminatory practices of emnloyers through the
use of genetic information of employees, including such emnloyees’ fa-ily n-cdical history. °

21.  During discussions of the 2008 GIPA amendments,- the ; :linois Legisiatire
recognized the importance of safeguarding family medical history duc 10 the {ct that it is-akin to
knowiedge of genetic predispositions: ‘ “ e e

I hope the [legislature] - understands the importance--of [family

medical history]; it's becoming more and more important. Back in

'96 or '97, 1 had a third generation ovarian cancer surviv.r that ;ame

to me with this issue. ... If a woman has ... the genc that ciuses

breast cancer, she can have up to an 84 percent probati, ity thai,she v
will develop breast cancer sometime in her life ... it's ir portant that

we help people be able to know that information and, know they

won't be discriminated against in their employment ... . Tuite

honestly, with genetic information we have today, we cculd ide;tify S
a pool of people that ... no one would want to employ. [-3IPA] "-zlps

guarantee that we don't have that kind of discrimination occur, ,

-

Illinois House Transcript, 2008 Reg. Sess. No. 276, pp. 33-34. = .+  «¢
22.  To accomplish the Illinois Legislature’s goal of ensuri33 that ~enetic information
is not used to discriminate against employees, GIPA adopted GINA’s de; nition of “gr-=*ic

information” that includes not just thc narrow results of an individv~I’s ge~etic tests, but 2’¢c
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information regarding “[t]he manifestation of a disease or disorder i:. famil’» members of such
individual[.]” 410 ILCS 513/10; see 45 C.F.R. § 160.103. ‘ ;

23.  GIPA 'bars employers from directly or indirectly rc;’.;oestirg,: or using genetic
information in hiring, firing, demoting, or in determining work assignment or cIa551ﬁcat|ons of
applicants or employees. Specifically, GIPA states: “An ‘employer ... shall not directly or
indirectly do any of the following: e B

(1) solicit, request, require or purchase genetic testing ‘or gelbtic Sl
information of a person or a family member of the person, ... as a
condition of employment, preemployment application.. ; :

(2) affect the terms, conditions, or privileges of e~ployment,
preemployment application, ... or terminate the employment, .. of
any person because of genetic testing or genetic infor~ation “vith
respect to the employee or fumily membe.

(3) limit, scgregate or classnfy employees in any way that v'ould
deprive or tend to. deprive any employee of employment
opportunities or otherwise adversely affect the stztus of the
employee as an employes because of genetic testing or ggretic
information with respect to the emoloyee or a family member, -
and | : . . .

(4) retaliate -through discharge or in any other manner .2gainst any
person alleging a violation of this Act or participating in any maaner
in a proceeding under this Act.

C : S . N
410 11l. Comp. Stat. 513/25(0). Nor may an employer .or prospect:"-;z emgs dyer enter inio &n

agreement with a person to take a genenc test. 410 ILCS 51 3/23(d)
24, Eve'\ ifan cnployer otherwise obtams "eneuc mformamn l‘*\‘“f u'ly it still may " ot

< or disclose the genetic mformatlon in v:o!atlon of GIPA. 410 ILCE |51 3/2 (|)
25..  Inorderto enforce these and other requirements, GIPA jrovides individuals with a
broad private right of action, stating: “Any person aggrieved by a violqtion ¢ this Act shali have

-~ N

e
-

.
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a right of action ... against an offending party.” 410 ILCS 513/40(a). Jnder *his private right of

action, a party may recover, for cach violation: (a) $2,500 or actual darages, “hichever is gT ter

for a negligent violation or $15,000 or actual damages, whichever is grcater fc:-a willful violation;
. : - ‘ Ak RO

b) reasonable attorneys’ fees; and (¢) “[sJuch other relief, including a:. injunciion, as the ... court
torr _ Ing ar. 1y

may deem appropriate.” Id. | ‘
.t . * Coe ‘ R Y . . e fls

26.  Plaintiffs are not required to allege or prove actual dama:;fes in order to state a claim
R R . ) - . ) - . . z-_ - 3

1;n‘(ier GII;A, and tht;y caﬁ seek statutory damages under GIPA as com&;cnsaf. on for the injuries
caused by Defendant. See Rosenbach v. Six Flags Ent. Corp., 2019 1L 123136, at § 40, 432 I,
Dec. 654, 129 N.E.3d 1197 (holding that "an individual need not a!!alge some actual injury or
adverse effect, beyond violation of his or her rights under [the Illino?s Biczetric Privacy Act
(“BIPA™)] in order to qualify ‘as an “aggrieved person"- under B"i’A); ¢t also Bridges .
Blackstone Grp., Inc., 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 121205, *8 (holding tl*;;.%, it is gmpropriate to apply
BIPA’s definition of “aggrieved person™ used by the Rosenbach co:it to ztieged violations of

GIPA). . : . ™

27. . Thus, GIPA provides valuable privacy rights, protecions, and benefits te the

citizens of Illinois and provides those citizens with the means to aggre;sively -aforce those g !s,

PLAINTIFF SPECIFIC ALLEGATIONE

:
: i\ au
PLAINTIFF CAYLA PAGE A . o

- 28, Plaintiff Cayla Page submitted an application to Defzndan} jJor the position of

Manufacturing Assembler on or, about August 1, 2022, e om

..29.  Onorabout August 1, 2022, during the application and, !iiring rrocess, Ford Motor

')

Company directly solicited, requested, or required Ms. Page to disclosg ai?efr fan;;;ly medical history.

Specifically, on cr about August 1, 2022, during the application and h’.‘nli ‘ g prg;ess, Ms. Pags was
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required to submit to a prc employmc')t phvsmal as a rcqunremenl of - hiring process at
o, R
Defendant’s Chicago As.,embly Plant Durmg the physncal Defendant’slin-hovze medical provider

solicited, rcquested, or requ:red Ms. Pagc to disclose her famlly medicg! histoi ,'

'\.

30.  Inresponse, Ms. Page dnsclosed genetic information, irtluding conditions that her

family members had been diagnosed with.
. . . " ' - ~’" . . 0 v
31.  Ms. Page was not directed by Defendant, either verhally or in writing, to not

re i : RTeN

disclose the solicited genetic information.

32.  Ms, Page was hired by Defendant as a Production Tear-t Memt=r after completing
all required steps in the hiring process. Ms. Page’s job duties included n‘.janufac‘uring Ford \'eiﬁc!es
at the Chicago Assembly Plant by assembling vehicles or component F)arts i> a predefined oxc'er
and process by selecting, manipulating, and/or attaching parts onto ve-Tclcs G components. ;.

33. - .Ms. Page was employed by Defendant at the Chicago {.sscmn;‘.y Plant from on-or
about August 15, 2022, through on or about August 21, 2022. ca .-

34.  Ms. Page did not provide prior, knowing, voluntary, azd wri:zn authorization to
Defendant for the use of her genetic information in furtherance of a werkplac: wellness program.

- PLAINTIFF THERESA BLASHAW '

35.  Plaintiff Theresa Blashaw submitted an application to Ds_fcnda,nf. for the positicn of
Production Team Member on or about September 1, 2021. ; Pe . L

36, Op or about September 1, 2021, during the applicatici: and rmg process; Ford
Motor Company directly solicited, re_quested, or requ1rcd Ms. Blasu;;w to;;;lsclosc her fenyly
medical history. Specifically, on or about September 1, 2021, during,the ar-lication-and kiriag
process, Ms. Blashaw was required to submit to a pre-employment piysicakas a requirement of

the hiring process at Defendant’s Chicago Assembly Plant. During th: physical, Defendant’s in-

a Wt
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hcuse medical provider solicited, requested, 01; required Ms, Blashaw to gi_isclose her famiiy
medical history.

37.  Inresponse, Ms. Blashaw disclosed genetic informatiofi, inclidYing conditions that
her family members had been diagnoscd with. -

38.  Ms. Blashaw was not directed by Defendant, either vérbally €% in writing, to rot

disclose the solicited genetic information: ™ - il e

" ++39. Ms. Blashaw was hired by Defendant as a Production Tfim Member ‘afier
completing all required steps in the hiring process. Ms. Blashew’s jcb duties incivded
manufacturing Ford vehicles at the Chicago Assembly Plant by assemb".ipg vericles or component
parts in a predefined order and process by selecting, manipulating, nd/or e:taching parts orto
vehicles or components. oo . C s .:s‘ S

...40.  Ms, Blashaw was employed by Defendant at the Chicago Assembly Plant from on
or about September 1, 2021, through on or about the present date.

41.  Ms. Blashaw did not provide prior, knowing, voluntary. and written authorizction
to Defendant for the use of her genetic information in furtherance-of a < ;orkplace wellness
program. -

PLAINTIFF KIANA BOWLES o

42, Plaintift Kiana Bowies submitted an application to De’2ndanifor the positiop,of

L

Production Team Member on or about December 1, 2020. . i. N Coa

v

43.-  On or about December 1, 2(‘)20,~‘during the applicatic;,jand !, ring procecs, Fqrd

Moter Company directly solicited, requested, or required Ms. Bowf%s to isclose her family
medical history. Specifically, on or about December 1, 2020, during.the apylication and hiring

!
process, Ms. Bowles was required to submit to a pre-employment physical as ¢ requirement of the
g ‘ !

,“r ) a

w
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hiring process at Defendant’s Chicago Assembly Plant. During the phyrical, [ :fendant’s in-hou-se
medical provider solicited, requested, or réquiréd Ms. Bowles to disclose ier family medical
history. DL

"~ 44.  In response, Ms. Bowles disclosed genetic information, incluzing conditions that

her family members had been diagnosed with. LN BRI
|

' 45)" Ms. Bowles was not directed by Defendant, either verdally (‘3" in writing, to not

disclose the solicited genetic information. o B
46.  Ms. Bowles did not providz prior, knowing, voluntary, £1d wris*en authorization to
Defendant for the use of her genetic information in furtherance of a werkplace wellness program.
DEFENDANT VIOLATES GIPA AS A MATTER C:7 COURSE
47, . Based on Plaintiffs’ experience,. they believe that, ¢uring i‘he hiring procegs,
Defendant asks employees and/or prospective employees to provide fzmily n'}'.'dical histoies.as a
condition of employment and/or as part of its kiring process.

48.  Plaintiffs.understand, on information and belief, that Defend;%at, or agents gn, its
behalf, requests this family.medical history information for the purpos= of evaluating the risk that
the individual mey have inherited genetic conditions from family me:sbers, m,'rd then improperly
uses that information when making its hiring decisions and staffing as:ignmerl:ts.

49. On information and belief, Defendant requests thig famijy medical history
information as part of an effort to avoid risk and/or liability for workpiace ir.;ft.u_‘ies and/or deaths
caused by genetic;conditipr;s, indudiﬁg but not Ii..%ited to. hypertensic;.»gb,‘canq;'ﬁ, heart conditio:{s,

diabetes and stroke, that Defendant believes could.be inherited and that-couls; be exacerbatad by

workplace conditions, especially if these conditions are highestress ang.or phigically demand'irg.

10
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50. Defendant was or should have been aware of its obligations under GIPA.

N..wr‘heless, Defendant mtonnonally and/or recklessly captured, collectzd, and/or retsined

A 1w

Plamtlffs genetic mformatlon in the form of their famlly medical hlstory in violation of Illinois
- L L : “& - l".

law.
. . : j: e .
51.  Asaresult, Defendant’s violation was willful because it knew, ¢ - reasonably should

have known, that it was failing to comply with the above-described reo:.r.lirémcx'tts of GIPA.

% A

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

52.  Proposed Class Definition: Plaintiffs bring this action pursua:t to 735 ILCS 5/2-

801 on behalf of themselves and the foliowing class (the “Class”) of similarly <’tuated indiviciels,
defined as follows:

53.  The Class brought by Plairtiffs consists of: i : g

.+ . Allindividuals, from the dat= five ycars prior to the date >f the {ing

of this action to the date of class certification of this ac*’ on, (1) vho

. .applied. for employment. with Defendant or were egpiployed, by

Defendant in Illinois, and (2) from whom Defendant, 5r an agent

acting on behalf of Defendant, requested and/or obtained genstic

information, including family medical history, in conrection =vith

the person’s application for employment or tte perspn’s
employment with Defendant.

Excluded from the class are Defendant’s officers and directors, Laintiffs* counsel, and any

member of the Judmary pres1dmg over this actton
. ‘1. y i : ~ .
54. dmtlﬁs reserve the rlp t to modlfy this class definit’on as t*ey obtain rclevant

W RYE LA [ U
.

mtom*atlon mcludmg cmployment reco*ds, through dlscovery
55. Numerosity: The exact number of class members is u-“nown 2nd is not availatle

to Plaintiffs at th.s tlme, but Defendant employs thousands of people in lllinois, and it is believed

* ‘Ih
that a}l of those 1nd1v1duals wnll fall w1th n thc proposed Class Therefo 3, itisg lﬂar that indivicual

£ o

[ 33
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joindes in this case is impracticable. Proposed Class members can ecsily be identified through
Defendant’s emplos,'ment records.

" 56. Common'Qucsfions: There are several questions of lew and fact common to ihe
claims of Plaintiffs and the brobosed Class members, and those que;t“'nns'pl""?c'iominét;e over gny

quest.iéms' that may affect individual propbsed Class members. Commc - quesiions include, b:t ere

1N 1) RN

not limited to, the 'félldw'ihg:

‘a. whether Defendant, or an agent acting on behalf of Dcfendart, solicited,
requested, captured or collecied family medical histc-y of prospective
employees; "'

b. whether Defendant, or an agent acting on behalf of Cefendart, solicited,
requested, captured or collected family medical history of cvisting cmployees;

c. whether Defendant obtained genetic information from Plaintiffs a3d the class
by asking for family medical history; and A N
d. whether Defendant’s solicitation, request, collection, cr use jof genetic
information constituted a violation of GIPA.

57.  Typicality: Plaintiffs claims are typical of the claims of e proposed Cldss

members. Plaintiffs would only seek individual or actual damages if'c"ass cé%ification is dehind.

In'addition, Plaintiffs are entitled to relief under the same causes of act!n and*pon the same2ts
as the other members of the proposed Class.

58.  Adecquacy of Represcntation: Plaintiffs will fairly an*'adeq:"itely represent and
. . i . e - Lo y -

protect the interest of the class and have retained competent counsci experenced in compiex
litigation and class action litigation. Plaintiffs have no interests antagchistic t* those of the class,

and Defendant has no defenses unique to P!aintiffs. "

59. Approbriatenéss: Class proceedings are also superior to all other available

-

methods for the fair and efficient adjudiéation of this éontroversy beceuse joinder of all parties is

impracticable. Even if propesed Class members were able or willing;to pur;ue such individual

: H 1} LN
12
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litigation, a class action would still be preferable due to the fact that a multigticity of individual
actions would likely increase the expense and time of litigation given t+- comg "2x legal and fact:al
controversies pres'*nted in this Class Acuon Complaint. A class action, on the c:her hand, provic'zs
the benef' ts of fewer managc‘:mént dlmcultles | smglc adjt;d;(;atlort‘ ccox;::my of sc-a';le;. agd
compréhensnve supcmsmn beforc a smgle Court, and would result in redu: l.d time, effo;t z;m.i

R k)
expense for all pames and the Court, and ultlmately, the uniformity of decisions.

CounTl
VIOLATION OF 410 ILCS 513/25
SoLiCIT, REQUEST AND/OR REQUIRE GENETIC INFORMATION OF /. PERSON OR A FAMILY
MEMBER OF A PERSON AS A CONDITION OF EMPLOYMENT OR. PREEMPLOYMENT
APPLICATION

60.  Plaintiffs incorporate the foregoing allegations as if fully set ferth herein.

61..  Defendant is a corporation and employs individuals witkin the;ftate of lllinojs and
therefore meets the definition of an “‘employcr”™ under 410 ILCS 513412, ¢ T

62.  Family medical history includes the “manifestation or :30ssib!y manifestation of a
discase or disorder in a family member of [an] incividual” and is incc, 'Joralo* into the defiritizn
of “genetic information” under 410 ILCS 513/10 and 45 C.F.R. § 160..-03. . ...

63.-  Plaintiffs were individually asked to provide, and dig provide, family medical
history as a conditicn of employment during the application and hiring process to work for
Defendant, . - : : : e e

- - : ' (EE
64. Decfendant, or an agent ceting on |ts hehalf §0|ICI d rec cstcd or r\.quweo

Plaintiffs to disclose family medical history as a condition of employrjent dy;ing the application

and hiring process to work for Defendant. o .

ot ' : - . - ol ] REERY U YUY
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- 65, Defendant directly solicited, requested, or required Plaintiffs to disclose family
medical history during a pre-employment physical as a condition ¢f employment during the
‘ ‘ b peo oo
applicaticn and hiring process to werk for De_fendant. ‘ N
. 66.  Plaintiffs were not directed, either verbally or in writ.ng, not to provide genetic
information when compelled for their family medical history.

67. Plaintiiis and the proposed Ciass members were ¢ jgrieve] by Defencant's
violations of their statutorily protected rights to privacy in their genetic inform.tion, as set forth in
GIPA, when Defendant divectly or indirectly solicited, requested and/s : requ’ Ll them 10 disiose
their genetic information as a conditicn of ongoing cmployment or a c«-nrdition of a -pz‘e-
employment application,

68. By indirectly or dircctly soliciting, requesting and/or requirir:g Plaintiffs angd the
proposed Class members to provide their geneﬁc informatjon as describec, herein, Defendant
violated Rlaintiffs’ and the proposed-Class members’ rights to privacy ™ their jenetic information
as set forth in GIPA., - T Y

.69.  On behelf of themsclves and the proposed Class meibers, laintiffs seek: (1)
decleratory reiief; (2)injunctive and equitable-relief as is necessary, ;9 pre.ct the inierezig.of
Plaintiffs and the proposed Class by requiring eac’s Defendant to comly with,GIPA as ¢essi 24
harsin; (3) statutery camages of $15,02C or aciua! damages, whi, aver, » greaten, {pr7h

intenticnal and/or, reclddess violation-of GiPA pursiant to 410 ILCS 512. .‘,0(2) Jinthe avterreize,

-.9

statutory damages of $2,500 or actual damagéé, whichever is greater, “5r eacl. negligent viclztion
of G'PA pursuant to 410 ILCS 513/40(1); and (4) reasonable attorncy'z’ fees.rnd costs and cther

litigation expenses pursuant to 410 ILCS 513/40(3). = 1 L e
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FRAYER FOR RELIEF

WEEREFORY, Plaintiffs, individually and on behalf of the ¢ uposer Class of sin:iarly
R A P T TP [ IR I S Ry (7Y
situated individuals, pray for an Order as fcilows:

e L tq wchin: & CRRRELIN % 1O

A, Fmdmg 'this action satlshes the prczequnentcs for maintzaance i's a class acticn set
forth in 735 ILCS 5/2-801 and certifying the propased "’ase ay,; defined hg: 23,

.“ LY

. B..  Designating and appointing PlaintifTs as representatlve;of the - 'rpposed Clase ard
" Plaintiffs” undersigned counsel as Class Counsel;

" C. * Declaring that Defendant’s actions, as sct forth above, Violate GIPA;

D. Awarding Plaintiffs and the proposed Class members statutory ¢amages of $15.020
or actuai damages, whichever is greater, for each intentic aal and/or recklc.ss
violation of GIPA pursuant to 410 ILCS 513/40(2), or s*atuto ,J damages of $2,30
or actual damages, whichever is greater, for each n':';llgem violation of GIPA
pursuant to 410 [LCS 513/40(1); ‘

E. Declaring that Defendant’s actions, as set forth above, ~ere int<ntional cr rec'<ss
and/or Dec!armg that Defendant’s 3ct10n< as set forth < ove, iare ne g.-qcu‘

Foat <A dmg nnjuncuve and-¢ther équitabit ‘telief as Tenece ary: to grosgdl ety
intcrests of Plaintiffs and the preposed Class, inclu™ng ar: Order pro’r’-':ng
Deferidant from sollcmng',“"equcsrlng and/or requirin, gene n.ormatn' ra
ccn'*lt-nn of employm nt ex m a prn-emp ‘oyment applw tion :irsuant to CI5 2

< I a: R AN _‘w.'..

G. Awardmn Plamtlffs and J1e ‘proposed Class Membersneasor” sle-atiomevshriess

and costs incurred in t‘ns litization pursua. tto 410 ILC™ 513/ €
P

H. Awar<'1ng Plaintiffs and lbe nroposed Class pre- and pc' ‘-Judf_ aent mtcresl, 10 lhe
extert allowable; and

I. Grantmg a'l such other and further relief as the Court d:cms just and appropriate.
. . .‘. . . LA
D‘?IV‘AND FOR ‘URY TRIAL w R
. . . ‘u N T B ‘n"".
Piamtnff:. hnr'-by r(.quest a _|urv triet on all issues so trlable. e SRS
Datec: January 27, 20”3 e Respect lly submmed l~ LRI R
SR TN b owe o UL Mg
. s/ E(’ward A. Wallace N
TeAt e "'Edwatd A. 'Wallace- ~ % 7 SR l" the
R . oo . Mari\ R. Mlller .. 'd!"- ﬂ. M AN !h:'.‘l"._'
St et P T IR | TSR HPEPAPRT LI L
e e e e L e e PU T e aPA
N . e . . 153.,' . . - o s aa;- e |.h-.? !t'.l .
e Lo o R L 40
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[

Molly C. Wells
WALLACE MILLER

- 150 N. Wacker Drive, Suite 1100,

Chicago, IL 60606

" T:(312)261-6193 -

E. eaw@wallacemiller.ccm
-mrm@wallacemiller.com
mcw@wallacemiller.c:m
Firm iD: 65958

Laura Carrol!, Esq.
Elizabeth Brehm, Esq.*
Kyle McLcan, Esq.*
SIRI 2 GLIMSTAD LLF
745 Fifth Avenue, Suite © *0
New York, NY 10151 ‘
Telephone: 212-532-109°
E. lcarroll@sirillp.com
ebrelm@sirillp.com
kmclean@sirillp.com

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS
o N
*(Pre Hac Vice To Be Filed)
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