




 2 

RESOURCES DIRECTOR ED SMITH, MAYOR SHELDON NEELEY, and CITY ATTORNEY 

WILLIAM KIM,  and in support thereof, avers as follows: 

PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 

1. At all times relevant herein, Plaintiff ERIC HAKEEM DEONTAYE MAYS, is an adult 

resident citizen of the City of Grand Rapids, County of Kent, and State of Michigan. 

2. ERIC HAKEEM DEONTAYE MAYS is the natural son of Eric Bradford Mays, deceased.  

See, a true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s Birth Certificate and Affidavit of Parentage collectively 

annexed hereto as EXHIBIT “A”. 

3. Defendant, CITY OF FLINT MICHIGAN is a municipal entity and body politic created 

under and by virtue of the laws of the state of Michigan. 

4. Defendant, ED SMITH, is the CITY OF FLINT HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR.  At 

all times material hereto, he was acting in both his official and individual capacities. 

5. Defendant, SHELDON NEELEY, is the MAYOR of the CITY OF FLINT.  At all times 

material hereto, he was acting in both his official and individual capacities. 

6. Defendant, WILLIAM KIM, is the CITY ATTORNEY for the CITY OF FLINT.   At all 

times material hereto, he was acting in both his official and individual capacities. 

7. This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to, inter alia, Mich. Comp. Laws Serv. 

§ 600.601 (LexisNexis, Lexis Advance through Act 11 of the 2024 Regular Legislative Session). 

8. The Seventh Judicial Circuit Court for Genesee County has venue over this matter as all of 

the events giving rise to this litigation and the Defendants occurred in and reside and/or work in 

Genesee County, Michigan. 
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GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

9. Eric Bradford Mays, deceased, was a duly elected member of the Flint, Michigan City 

Council, representing its First Ward. 

10. On February 24, 2024, Eric Bradford Mays suddenly died at his home. 

11. Plaintiff is the natural son of Eric Bradford Mays.  (See, Exhibit “A”) 

12. As an employee and/or duly elected official of the City of Flint, the City provided Eric 

Bradford Mays, deceased, with a life insurance policy. 

13. The aforementioned life insurance policy was active and in force at the time of Eric 

Bradford Mays’, deceased, death. 

14. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff was the named beneficiary of said insurance policy. 

15. Plaintiff retained the Lento Law Group to represent him in several legal matters, including 

those related to the aforementioned life insurance policy. 

16. Prior to his death, Eric Bradford Mays was the political adversary of Defendant Neeley and 

his political allies on Flint City Council. 

17. Prior to his death, Defendant Neeley and his political allies on Flint City Council engaged 

in a multi-year campaign to silence Eric Bradford Mays, remove him from his City Council seat, 

remove him from City Council meetings, defame him, and disenfranchise the citizens of the First 

Ward which he represented. 

18.  The aforementioned conduct by Defendant Neeley and his allies on Flint City Council was 

motivated by both personal and political animus against Eric Bradford Mays and resulted in 

numerous lawsuits between Mr. Mays and the City of Flint, Defendant Neeley, and others. 

19. Defendant Kim is Flint City Attorney, having been appointed by Defendant Neeley, and 

has been instrumental in assisting Defendant Neeley and his political allies on Flint City Council 
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in their multi-year campaign to silence Eric Bradford Mays, remove him from his City Council 

seat, remove him from City Council meetings, defame him, and disenfranchise the citizens of the 

First Ward which he represented. 

20. On March 6, 2024, Plaintiff and representatives of Plaintiff’s retained law firm (hereinafter 

Lento personnel) went to the office of Defendant Smith, the Director of the City of Flint, Michigan 

Human Resources Department. 

21. Plaintiff, by and through the Lento personnel requested (a) a copy of the City policy 

insuring Eric Bradford Mays’ life, (b) instructions on how Plaintiff should or could apply for the 

insurance benefits as it is his understanding that he is the named beneficiary, and (c) any 

applications or other documents that Plaintiff needed to apply for the insurance benefits as the 

presumed beneficiary. 

22. Defendant Smith refused to provide any of the information or documentation requested. 

23. Defendant Smith stated that Defendant Kim ordered him not to provide this information or 

documentation. 

24. The Lento personnel then went to Defendant Kim’s office and made the same requests. 

25. Defendant Kim also refused to provide any of the information or documentation requested. 

26. Defendant Kim stated that he would not release the information and documentation absent 

a court order and until an Administrator was appointed for the Estate of Eric Bradford Mays. 

27. When Defendant Kim was reminded that life insurance benefits do not pass through the 

Estate and are not subject to probate, and therefore his requirements of the appointment of an 

Administrator were arbitrary, capricious, and unreasonable, he continued to balk at providing the 

requested information and documents. 
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28. Upon information and belief, the conduct of Defendants Smith and Neeley was based upon 

the instructions of Defendant Neeley. 

COUNT I 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

(AS TO ALL DEFENDANTS) 
 

29. Plaintiff repeats and realleges all allegations contained herein above, and incorporates same 

here by reference as though set forth at length. 

30. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff is the beneficiary of the City life insurance policy 

referenced above. 

31. At the very minimum, as the natural son of Eric Bradford Mays, deceased, Plaintiff is a 

potential beneficiary of said life insurance policy. 

32. Plaintiff requires a copy of the policy to determine whether he is the beneficiary of said 

policy. 

33. Plaintiff requires an application for benefits under the policy, and any special instructions 

to apply for the benefits under the policy, to begin the process to identify himself as the beneficiary 

and to begin the process to obtain the insurance benefits. 

34. There is no legal basis for the Defendants to deprive Plaintiff of requested documents and 

information. 

35. The Defendants acted in an arbitrary, capricious, unreasonable, and unlawful manner in 

refusing to provide the Lento personnel, on behalf of the Plaintiff, with the requested information 

and documentation. 

36. Plaintiff is severely harmed by the Defendants’ actions because, without the requested 

information and documentation, he is unable to definitively determine that he is the beneficiary of 

the City life insurance policy and begin the process to receive the insurance benefits. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks this Honorable Court to enter an affirmative injunction 

compelling the Defendants to produce and deliver to the Plaintiff, within 48 hours, a copy of the 

City life insurance policy on the life of Eric Bradford Mays, an application for Plaintiff to apply 

for the payment of benefits under said policy, and all other information necessary for Plaintiff to 

apply for the payment of benefits under said policy. 

COUNT II 

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

(AS TO ALL DEFENDANTS) 
 

37. Plaintiff repeats and realleges all allegations contained herein above, and incorporates same 

here by reference as though set forth at length. 

38. The Defendants, jointly and severally, have refused to provide Plaintiff with the 

documentation and information requested in furtherance of their long-standing animosity toward 

Plaintiff’s father, Eric Bradford Mays, deceased. 

39. Even in death, the Defendants have decided to torment the late Councilman Mays, by 

interfering with his last wish, i.e., that the Plaintiff receive the benefits under his City life insurance 

policy. 

40. The Defendants know that the Plaintiff is emotionally fragile after the recent death of his 

father, and the Defendants’ arbitrary, capricious, unreasonable, and unlawful refusal to provide the 

Lento personnel, on behalf of the Plaintiff, with the requested information and documentation is 

intended to punish the Plaintiff for being the son of the Defendants’ political adversary. 

41. As such, it is intended to cause Plaintiff severe emotional distress. 

42. As a result of the joint and several conduct by the Defendants, Plaintiff has experienced 

severe emotional distress with resulting physical manifestations. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against the Defendants, jointly and severally, 

for the value of the insurance policy, an additional sum in excess of One Million Dollars, attorney 

fees and expenses, treble damages as permitted at law, and such other relief as the Court find 

appropriate. 

COUNT III  
UNJUST ENRICHMENT 

(AS TO ALL DEFENDANTS) 
 

43. Plaintiff repeats and realleges all allegations contained herein above, and incorporates same 

here by reference as though set forth at length. 

44. “The doctrine of 'unjust enrichment' is that a person shall not be allowed to profit or enrich 

himself inequitably at another's expense… Unjust enrichment of a person occurs when he has and 

retains money or benefits which in justice and equity belong to another.”  McCreary v. Shields, 

333 Mich. 290, 294, 52 N.W.2d 853, 855 (1952). 

45. Upon information and belief, the City of Flint self-funds the City life insurance policy at 

issue in this lawsuit. 

46. Plaintiff is entitled to the benefits under the subject life insurance policy. 

47. By refusing to provide Plaintiff with a copy of the insurance policy, and the application and 

information necessary to obtain the benefits under the policy, the Defendants are retaining the 

money or benefits which in justice and equity belong to another, to wit, the Plaintiff. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against the Defendants, jointly and severally, 

for the value of the insurance policy, an additional sum in excess of One Million Dollars, attorney 

fees and expenses, treble damages as permitted at law, and such other relief as the Court find 

appropriate. 
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COUNT IV 

CONVERSION 

(AS TO ALL DEFENDANTS) 
 

48. Plaintiff repeats and realleges all allegations contained herein above, and incorporates same 

here by reference as though set forth at length. 

49. “Common-law conversion is defined as ‘any distinct act of domain wrongfully exerted over 

another's personal property in denial of or inconsistent with the rights therein.’”  Lawsuit Fin, LLC 

v Curry, 261 Mich App 579, 591; 683 NW2d 233 (2004). 

50. The Defendants, by refusing to provide the Plaintiff with a copy of the subject City life 

insurance policy, application for benefits, and information concerning how to apply for the 

insurance benefits, are wrongfully exerting their domain over the insurance benefits that rightfully 

belong to the Plaintiff. 

51. The Defendants, by refusing to provide the Plaintiff with a copy of the subject City life 

insurance policy, application for benefits, and information concerning how to apply for the 

insurance benefits, are wrongfully exerting their domain over the insurance benefits that rightfully 

belong to the Plaintiff and are inconsistent with Plaintiff’s rights. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against the Defendants, jointly and severally, 

for the value of the insurance policy, an additional sum in excess of One Million Dollars, attorney 

fees and expenses, treble damages as permitted at law, and such other relief as the Court find 

appropriate. 

COUNT V 

BREACH OF CONTRACT 

(AS TO ALL DEFENDANTS) 
 

52. Plaintiff repeats and realleges all allegations contained herein above, and incorporates same 

here by reference as though set forth at length. 
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53. The subject City life insurance policy is a contract between the City and the decedent to 

pay benefits to the beneficiary named by the decedent. 

54. As such, Plaintiff is a third-party beneficiary of the subject City insurance policy. 

55. By refusing to provide Plaintiff a copy of the insurance policy, the application which 

Plaintiff must use to obtain the benefits under said policy, and the information necessary to do the 

same, the Defendants are in effective breach of contract for affirmative thwarting the contract from 

being fulfilled. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against the Defendants, jointly and severally, 

for the value of the insurance policy, an additional sum in excess of One Million Dollars, attorney 

fees and expenses, treble damages as permitted at law, and such other relief as the Court find 

appropriate. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL ON COUNTS II THROUGH V 

  Plaintiff demands a jury trial on Counts II through V. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
Date: March 8, 2024   ________________________________   

John A. Fernandez, Esquire (P68029) 
LENTO LAW GROUP, P.C. 
The Ferris Wheel 
615 Saginaw Street 
Flint, MI 48502 
T: (810) 962-8200 | F: (810) 962-8201 
jafernandez@lentolawgroup.com 
Attorney For Plaintiff 
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