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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

CIVIL DIVISION
DANTE DESIDERIO
606 Quincy Street
Arlington, VA 22204
Plaintiff,
V. Civ. No.

NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN
INDIANS

Embassy of Tribal Nations

1516 P Street NW

Washington, DC 20005

JOHN DOES 1-10 (being the fictitious names of
persons who are not presently known to Plaintiff),
ABC CORPORATION, DEF CORPORATION,
GHI CORPORATION (being fictitious entities
who are not presently known to Plaintiff.)

Defendants.

COMPLAINTAND JURY DEMAND

Plaintiff Dante Desiderio for his Complaint against Defendant National Congress of

American Indians (“Defendant” or “NCAI”)), avers upon personal knowledge as to his own acts

and upon information and belief as to all other matters:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. This is an action brought by Plaintiff under the D.C. Human Rights Ac tand the

D.C. Wage Payment and Collection Law arising out of Plaintiff’s employment as the Chief

Executive Officer of the NCAL

2. Plaintift’s claims arise out of NCATI’s actions in investigating a complaint of



sexual harassment made against the former General Counsel of NCAI on April 11, 2022. As
CEOQ, Plaintiff hired a reputable law firm as outside counsel to conduct a thorough investigation
of the claims. The law firm completed its preliminary investigation on May 23, 2022.

3. NCATI’s Executive Committee was not pleased with the preliminary investigation,
so it usurped Plaintift’s authority as CEO and hired a second law firm to conduct another
investigation.

4. The Executive Committee’s hiring of the second law firm, Quarles Brady, was
also a complete waste, as there was no need for a second investigation. In addition, this second
“investigation” exposed NCALI to additional liability because two separate investigations could
lead to different outcomes.

5. Plaintiff opposed the actions of the Executive Committee in hiring a second law
firm to conduct a purportedly “impartial” investigation when the firm had demonstrated its bias
against the accused.

6. The Executive Committee ignored Plaintiff’s opposition to the Executive
Committee’s second, sham investigation. NCAI through its Executive Committee also retaliated
against Plaintiff for his opposition to its mishandling of the sexual harassment complaints by
stripping him of his responsibilities and authority, making it impossible for him to fulfill his
obligations as CEO.

7. At this same time, Plaintiff’s decision to hire two non-Native Americans as
employees also came under scrutiny, forcing Plaintiff to intervene and oppose the Executive
Committee’s race-based criticism of its employees.

8. Plaintiff opposed the termination of the two non-Native American employees.

Plaintiff also advised the Executive Committee that NCAI was violating the law by failing to pay



Plaintiff his contractually agreed, annual five percent raise. As a result of Plaintiff’s opposition to
the unlawful practices of the NCAI through its Executive Committee, NCAI retaliated against
Plaintiff by placing him on administrative leave and forced Plaintiff to miss the mid-year NCAI
conference in Anchorage, Alaska, instructing Plaintiff to return to Washington, D.C.
immediately.

9. The damage to Plaintiff’s reputation both personally and professionally by the
actions of NCAl is significant.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

10. This Court has jurisdiction over this claim pursuant to D.C. Code § 11-921(a)(6).

11. This Court has personal jurisdiction over the Defendants pursuant to D.C. Code §
13-422 and D.C. Code § 13-423(a)(1)-(4).

12.  The acts alleged in this Complaint primarily occurred in the District of Columbia
and therefore venue is proper in this District.

PARTIES AND RELEVANT PERSONS

13.  Plaintiff Dante Desiderio is an adult resident of the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Plaintiff was hired by NCAI as its Executive Director / Chief Executive Officer on April 12,
2021. Plaintiff is employed by NCAI pursuant to an Employment Agreement, which carried a
term of employment from May 11, 2021 to May 11, 2024. Plaintiff left a “respected,
economically meaningful, and secure position with the Native American Finance Officers
Association (NAFOA) in accepting the Executive Director position with NCAL”

14.  Under the Employment Agreement, Plaintiff is entitled to 12 months of severance
if he is terminated without cause. As CEQ, Plaintiff is authorized to “carry out the normal
financial, administrative, personal management functions (including, but not limited to,

recruitment, screening, hiring onboarding, ongoing supervision, and discipline; legal matters; and



other business of NCAI and/or to protect the interests of NCAL”

15. NCAIis a 501(c)(4) nonprofit organization headquartered in Washington, D.C.
with its principal place of business at 1516 P Street NW, Washington, DC 20005. NCAI provides
services to American Indian and Alaska Native People(s) throughout the United States to, infer
alia: protect their tradition and culture; secure benefits and services for them; secure their rights
under treaties and agreements; promote their common welfare; and to educate the public
regarding Indian and Native governments, people and rights. NCAI owns the National Congress
of the American Indians Fund—a 501(c)(3) trust governed by the laws of the District of
Columbia.

FACTS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS
16.  Upon taking over as CEO of NCAI Plaintiff hired Max Muller as general counsel

of NCAI and Pamela Fagan as director of operations. Muller and Fagan had previously worked
with Plaintiff at the NAFOA, which focuses on growing and building tribal economies. Plaintiff
valued Muller and Fagan’s work at the NAFOA and thought their respective education and
experience would serve as major assets to NCAL

17. On March 30, 2022, after interviewing with Muller, Fagan and Plaintiff, Jane
Doe' was hired by NCAL A little more than a week after she began working at NCAI, and during
her first visit to the NCAI’s DC office, Doe complained to Plaintiff that Muller said something
along the lines of “he [Muller] is looking forward to having a good professional relationship with
her [Doe] and to being friends with benefits, if she was interested.” Doe stressed to Plaintiff that
it was important to her that nothing happened to Muller. Doe also told Plaintiff that she was

comfortable working with Muller.

Plaintiff is using a pseudonym to refer to this individual as Jane Doe.



18.  Nonetheless, Plaintiff told Doe that she should copy Plaintiff or Fagan on any
correspondence between Doe and Muller. Plaintiff also told Doe that she did not have to include
Muller in Zoom meetings or calls if Doe felt uncomfortable.

19.  Plaintiff discussed Doe’s complaint with Muller, who was very upset by the
allegation and denied making any such statement to Doe. Muller told Plaintiff that he told Doe
that he [Muller] was looking forward to having a good professional relationship and that he
hoped that they [Muller and Sanders] could be friends as well.

20.  In mid-April, Muller advised Plaintift that Doe was texting Muller, but Muller
was trying to politely not engage. Muller shared the messages with Plaintiff. By this time, Doe
had reiterated her desire to Plaintiff that nothing happen to Muller and that she [Doe] just wanted
to go back to the time before she told Plaintiff anything. Plaintiff told Doe that it was not
possible to ignore her complaint.

21.  Plaintiff decided to hire an outside law firm to conduct an investigation into Doe’s
complaint. Plaintiff hired O’Hagan Meyer, a reputable law firm with experience in workplace
investigations. O’Hagan Meyer had done work for NCAI in the past and Plaintiff was happy with
their work.

22. On or about May 19, 2022, Doe complained of sexual harassment stemming from
Muller’s comment directly to the Officers on the Executive Committee. The next day there was
a regularly scheduled Committee meeting. At the meeting Plaintiff was informed that Doe had
complained directly to the Executive Committee. Plaintiff informed the Executive Committee
that he had been investigating the complaint, and he had hired O’Hagan Meyer to conduct an
investigation.

23. The Executive Committee seemed rattled by Doe’s complaint and repeatedly



questioned Plaintiff about his hiring of O’Hagan Meyer to conduct the investigation.

24, On May 23, 2022, O’Hagan Meyer completed its preliminary investigation into
Doe’s complaint and issued its preliminary report regarding Doe’s complaint. The report was
directed to NCAI President, Fawn Sharp, but she refused to review it. Plaintiff followed up and
asked the Executive Committee to consider meeting directly with the lawyers from O’Hagan
Meyer so that the Executive Committee would have a complete picture of the complaint, the
investigation, and O’Hagan Meyer’s findings. Sharp responded that she was not familiar with the
law firm and was not “comfortable” with them. One Officer, the Secretary, Governor Lewis,
responded to Plaintiff that he would like to meet with and hear from O’Hagan Meyer, but Sharp
would not allow it.

25.  Dissatisfied with the result of the preliminary investigation, NCAI’s Executive
Committee usurped Plaintiff’s authority as CEO and hired a new law firm (Quarles & Brady)
selected by the Executive Committee. Apparently, the Executive Committee led by NCAI
President, Fawn Sharp, had pre-determined that the only result of the “investigation” could be
the termination of the General Counsel, Muller.

26. Over the next few days, Plaintiff had discussions with NCAI’s insurance company
and its broker about the Doe’s complaint. The insurance company was unhappy with the
Executive Committee’s handling of the matter, as it was clear that the Executive Committee was
exposing itself to greater liability by (1) handling the investigation directly and (2) trying to put
its thumb on the scale in favor of the complaining party. As NCAI was in a renewal period, the
insurance company and the broker advised that neither would be doing business with NCAI
moving forward.

27. On May 25, 2022, Plaintiff sent a memorandum to Sharp and Officers



complaining about the Executive Committee usurping Plaintiff’s authority over personnel
matters and workplace complaints. Plaintiff also complained about the law firm that was selected
by the Executive Committee, as it was clear that the new law firm was biased against Muller and
looking for a way to terminate his employment.

28. On May 27, 2022, Plaintiff sent another memorandum to the Executive
Committee, advising that the original investigation into the accusations against Muller by
O’Hagan were still underway. Plaintiff also advised that the Committee’s actions — hiring a
second law firm increased NCAI’s legal exposure as two investigations by two different firms
could result in two different outcomes, which would provide a basis for lawsuits against NCAI
by both the accused (Muller) and the accuser (Doe). The dual investigations were also wasting
NCAI’s resources.

29. In the second memo, Plaintiff also repeated his concerns that the second firm
hired by the Executive Committee, Quarles & Brady, was not conducting an impartial
investigation, as the firm made comments during a call that Muller was in the wrong. The
comments were overheard when the lawyers failed to mute their telephone during a call. Plaintiff
advised the Committee that the comments should disqualify Quarles & Brady from conducting
an investigation, as the investigation would not be independent or impartial.

30.  Plaintiff further advised the Committee that NCAI should proceed with the
original investigation by O’Hagan and, inter alia, terminate Quarles & Brady as the firm was
incapable of conducting a fair, impartial investigation.

31.  When Plaintiff complained that the Executive Committee did not have authority
to oversee the investigation, as that authority clearly resided with Plaintiff, Plaintiff was told that

he was somehow a “key witness” to the investigation because Plaintiff had received the



complaint of sexual harassment.

32. The Executive Committee ignored Plaintiff’s opposition to the Executive
Committee’s second investigation, though it was clear that the investigation would not be fair to
Muller. NCAI, through its Executive Committee, e also retaliated against Plaintiff for his
opposition to its mishandling of the sexual harassment complaints by stripping him of his
responsibilities and authority in overseeing the investigation and handling personnel matters,
making it impossible for him to fulfill his obligations as CEO.

33.  During this time, Plaintiff came under criticism by the Executive Committee for
his decision to hire Muller and Fagan in the first place, as neither are Native American. The
Executive Committee stated to Plaintiff that “we need natives in these positions” and instructed
Plaintiff “you need to get rid of them [Muller and Fagan].” Plaintiff protested against firing
Muller and Fagan because they were non-Native American and explained their value to the
organization. Plaintiff advised the Executive Committee that he would not discriminate against
any potential employees or current employees because they were not Native American. But the
Executive Committee continued to pressure Plaintiff, using this is as an opportunity to get rid of
two non-Native employees. In the case of Fagan, she was an employee who had nothing to do
with the complaint by Doe. The Executive Committee was using Doe’s complaint and its own
biased investigation as pretext to discriminate against Muller and Fagan.

34. In fact, Plaintiff was told by NCAI President, Fawn Sharp, and a majority of the
Officers to fire Muller and Fagan and replace them with Native Americans. Plaintiff opposed
their terminations and refused to do so himself.

35. On May 31, 2022, Plaintiff received a directive from Sharp to fire O’Hagan

Meyer.



36. On June 3, 2022, Sharp emailed Plaintiff and instructed him to notify Muller and
Fagan that their contracts were “suspended” and would not be renewed. Plaintiff refused to do so
and merely forwarded Sharp’s email to Muller and Fagan.

37.  Plaintiff’s opposition to and refusal to discriminate against employees on the basis
of their race was protected activity under the D.C. Human Rights Act.

38.  NCATI’s Executive Committee almost immediately retaliated against Plaintiff for
his refusal to violate the law.

39. At no time, was Plaintiff advised that Quarles & Brady was also investigating
Plaintiff’s handling of the complaint. In fact, when Plaintiff was interviewed by Quarles & Brady
as part of its “investigation,” Plaintiff was not provided with any Upjohn warnings at the outset
of the interview. Accordingly, Plaintiff believed that Quarles & Brady was representing Plaintiff,
as the CEO of NCALI, as well as NCAL

40.  Unbeknownst to Plaintiff, Quarles & Brady was also investigating Plaintiff.

41.  Plaintiff first learned that he was the subject of Quarles & Brady’s investigation
when Plaintiff’s lawyer wrote to the NCAI on June 8, 2022. In that letter, Plaintiff’s counsel
advised NCAI of the Executive Committee’s misconduct which had created significant liability
for NCAL Plaintiff’s complaints and the retaliation he received as a result of those complaints;
and his claim for non-payment of earned wages.

42.  Inresponse to Plaintiff’s counsel’s letter, Plaintiff was informed for the first time
that the Executive Committee was forced to take over the investigation into the sexual
harassment complaint against Max Muller because Plaintiff was also the subject of the
investigation. This contradicts what Plaintiff was told by Quarles & Brady at the outset of its

investigation.



43.  The NCATI’s 2022 Mid-Year Conference & Marketplace was the first in-person
meeting since the Pandemic. It was held on June 10, 2022 in Anchorage, Alaska. As the CEO of
NCALI, this was a major event for Plaintiff. He traveled to Anchorage from Washington, D.C. for
the conference. After touching down in Alaska, Plaintiff received an email from Fawn Sharp,
placing Plaintiff on paid-administrative leave, until the second investigation was completed.

44,  Plaintiff was also directed to immediately return to Washington D.C. and to not
participate or attend the conference. This retaliatory action humiliated and embarrassed Plaintiff
and was done less than two days after the NCAI had received a letter from Plaintift’s lawyer.

45.  Presumably, the results of the second, sham investigation will result in the
preferred outcome sought by Fawn Sharp and NCAI’s Executive Committee — the termination of
Plaintiff for cause. This is all a ruse designed to circumvent Plaintiff’s authority over personnel
issues so NCAI could fire the two non-Native American employees (Muller and Fagan) hired by
Plaintiff.

46.  Indeed, following the retaliation against Plaintiff by forcing him to forgo his
attendance at the Conference and return to Washington, D.C, the suspension of Plaintiff was
leaked to Indianz.com, who wrote a story on June 10, 2022 with unnamed sources complaining
about Plaintiff hiring “two non-Natives from NAFOA” with the unnamed source referred to as

an “advocate” quoted as saying “How many amazing Native attorneys to we have in Indian

Country and we can’t get one to work at NCAI?” See

accessed June 21, 2022).
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COUNTI
RETALIATION UNDER D.C. HUMAN RIGHTS ACT

47.  Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the
preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

48. The D.C. Human Rights Act prohibits an employer from retaliating against an
employee “for opposing an employment practice that is prohibited by the Act.”

49.  Plaintiff engaged in protected activity by sending two memoranda to Defendant’s
Executive Committee and the Officers of the organization advising that the law firm hired by the
Executive Committee was not conducting a fair, and impartial investigation into Doe’s
complaint. These memoranda were based on Plaintiff’s reasonable, good-faith belief that the
NCATI’s Executive Committee was violating the D.C. Human Rights Act by having a biased law
firm conduct a purportedly “impartial” investigation into claims of sexual harassment that was
discriminating against Muller because of his sex.

50.  Plaintiff also engaged in protected activity by intervening on behalf of Muller and
Fagan in the face of the Executive Committee’s race-based criticism of his hiring of two-Non-
Native American employees, and by opposing the Executive Committee’s race-based termination
of two-Non-Native American employees. Plaintiff’s opposition to the Executive Committee’s
criticism and subsequent termination of two employees on the basis of race was based upon
Plaintiff’s reasonable, good-faith belief that such conduct violated the D.C. Human Rights Act.

51.  Plaintiff also engaged in protected activity, through his lawyer, by writing to the
law firm hired by NCAI’s Executive Committee on June 8, 2022 reiterating Plaintiff’s complaint
about the handling of the Executive Committee’s investigation, as well as NCAI’s failure to pay
Plaintiff his earned wages.

52. Asadirect and proximate result of Plaintiff’s opposition to the discriminatory
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practices of NCALI Plaintiff was subjected to antagonism, harassment, placed on administrative
leave, and was denied the benefits and responsibility that his position as CEO had previously
garnered.

53. As a direct and proximate result of Plaintiff’s opposition to the discriminatory
practices of NCALI Plaintiff was forced to forgo his attendance at the NCAI’s mid-year
Conference and return to D.C. from Anchorage, Alaska. This retaliatory action has resulted in
public humiliation, damage to Plaintiff’s reputation, embarrassment, mental distress, loss of
life’s pleasures, and has damaged him in his trade and profession, which will result in loss of
future earnings, and earning capacity.

54.  WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief and demands entry of judgment in his
favor and against NCALI as follows:

(a) Permanently enjoining NCAI from discriminating or retaliating against
Plaintiff or other current or former employees of NCAI,

(b) Awarding damages to compensate Plaintiff for any and all economic losses
suffered by Plaintiff, including lost future wages and lost future earning capacity;

(©) Awarding compensatory damages to compensate for the mental anguish,
humiliation, damage to reputation, loss of life’s pleasures, lost earnings, and emotional
distress that Plaintiff suffered as a result of NCAI’s actions;

(d) Awarding punitive damages in an amount sufficient to punish NCALI for its
willful, deliberate, malicious and outrageous conduct and to deter NCAL, its Executive
Committee members, and other employers from engaging in such misconduct in the
future;

(e) Awarding the costs, expenses, pre and post judgment interest, and

12



attorneys’ fees;
) Such further equitable and legal relief as the Court deems appropriate

under the circumstances.

COUNTII
FAILURE TO PAY WAGES IN VIOLATION OF D.C. WAGE PAYMENT AND
COLLECTION LAW
55.  Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the

preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

56.  Plaintiff was entitled to a five (5%) annual salary increase on May 18, 2022 if he
met certain criteria and milestones. Plaintiff satisfied each of the criteria and requested the
Executive Committee pay him his annual salary with the five percent (5%) annual increase he
earned. The Executive Committee ignored his request, refused to conduct an annual
performance evaluation, and instead stated that it was going to have Quarles Brady create new
criteria (in breach of the contract) to evaluate Plaintiff’s performance. As of May 18, 2022,
Plaintiff earned the 5% salary increase and NCALI has refused to pay these earned wages.

57.  Under D.C. Code § 32-1302, NCAI was required to pay Plaintiff “at least once
per month; provided, however, that an interval of not more than 10 working days may elapse
between the end of the pay period covered and the regular payday designated by the employer.”
And NCAI was required to Plaintiff all earned “on designated paydays.”

58.  Defendant violated D.C. Code § 32-1302 by failing to pay Plaintiff all of his
earned wages, including wages for his contractually agreed upon annual raise of five percent.

59.  Defendant further violated D.C. Code § 32-1302 by failing to pay Plaintiff his
earned wages (1) at least once per month;(2) within 10 working days of the covered pay period,;

and (3) on designated paydays.
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60.  Under D.C. Code § 32-1308, Plaintiff is entitled to costs (i) the payment of any
back wages unlawfully withheld; (ii) liquidated damages equal to treble the amount of unpaid
wages; (ii1) statutory penalties; and (iv) such legal or equitable relief as may be appropriate,
including reinstatement of employment, compensatory damages, and other injunctive relief.

61. Under D.C. Code § 32-1308, Plaintiff is entitled to costs of this action, including
Costs shall also include expert witness fees, depositions fees, witness fees, juror fees, filing fees,
certification fees, the costs of collecting and presenting evidence, and any other costs incurred in
connection with obtaining, preserving, or enforcing the judgment.

62.  Under D.C. Code § 32-1308, Plaintiff is entitled to attorney’s fees as computed
pursuant to the matrix approved in Salazar v. District of Columbia, 123 F.Supp.2d 8 (D.D.C.
2000), and updated to account for the current market hourly rates for attorney’s services.
Undersigned counsel’s current billable rate pursuant to the LSI-Laffey Matrix approved by
Salazar 1s $764 per hour.

63.  Under D.C. Code § 32-1308, Plaintiff is entitled to attorney’s fees as computed
pursuant to the matrix approved in Salazar v. District of Columbia, 123 F.Supp.2d 8 (D.D.C.
2000), and updated to account for the current market hourly rates for attorney’s services.
Undersigned counsel’s current billable rate pursuant to the LSI-Laffey Matrix approved by
Salazar 1s $764 per hour.

64.  WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief in the form of a judgment against
Defendant awarding:

(a) compensatory damages;
(b) liquidated damages in the amount of treble unpaid wages;

(©) costs and attorney’s fees;
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(d) punitive damages;
(e) statutory penalties; and
() all legal or equitable relief available, including without limitation,
reinstatement of employment and front pay; and
(2) any other relief the Court deems proper.
COUNT 111
RETALIATION IN VIOLATION OF
D.C. WAGE PAYMENT AND COLLECTION LAW, D.C. CODE § 32-1311

65.  Plaintiff realleges and incorporate by reference the allegations contained in the
preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

66.  Under D.C. Code § 32-1311, it is “unlawful for any employer to discharge,
threaten, penalize, or in any other manner discriminate or retaliate against any employee or
person because that employee or person has: (1) made or is believed to have made a complaint to
his or her employer,... .(2) initiated or is about to initiate a proceeding under or related to this
chapter;. .. and (5) otherwise exercised rights protected under” the DC Wage Payment Collection
Law.

67. On each June 8, 2022, Plaintift, through his lawyer, complained to NCAI about
Plaintift’s unpaid, earned wages. The next day, NCAI retaliated against Plaintiff by placing him
on administrative leave, forcing him to forego his planned attendance at NCAI’s mid-year
Conference, and forcing him to return to D.C. from Anchorage, Alaska.

68.  WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief in the form of a judgment against
Defendants awarding:

(a) compensatory damages;

(b) a civil penalty of $10,000 under D.C. Code § 32-1311;
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(©)
(d)
(e)
(®
(2

liquidated damages in the amount of $10,000;

costs and attorney’s fees;
punitive damages;

statutory penalties; and

all legal or equitable relief available, including without limitation,

reinstatement of employment and front pay; and

(h)

any other relief the Court deems proper.

JURY AND TRIAL DEMAND

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury with respect to each claim in this Complaint.
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Brendan J. Klaproth
Brendan J. Klaproth (D.C. Bar No. 999360)
Klaproth Law PLLC

2141 Wisconsin Ave. NW, Suite M3
Washington, DC 20007

Telephone 202- 618 2344

Email: bikiap aprethiaw,
Attorney for Plamﬂﬁ




Superior Court of the District of Columbia
CIVIL DIVISION
Civil Actions Branch
560 {ndiana Avenue, N.W., Suite 3000 Washingten, B.C, 20881
Telephone: {202) 879-1133 Website: www.dccourts.gov

Dante Desiderio

Plamtiff
VS.
Case Number
National Congress of American Indians
Detendant
SUMMONS

To the above named Defendant:

You are hereby summoned and required to serve an Answer t¢o the attached Complaint, either
personally or through an atforney, within twenty one (21) days after service of this summons upon you,
exclusive of the day of service. If you are being sued as an officer or agency of the United States Government
or the Disirict of Cohumbia Government, vou have sixty (60) days after service of this summons to serve your
Answer. A copy of the Answer must be mailed to the attorney for the plamntiff who is suing you. The
attorney’s name and address appear below. If plaintiff has no attorney, a copy of the Answer must be mailed
to the plaintiff at the address stated on this Sunumons.

You are also required to file the original Answer with the Court in Suite 5000 at 500 Indiana Avenue,
N.W., between 8:30 am. and 5:00 p.m., Mondays through Fridays or between 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon on
Saturdays. You may file the original Answer with the Court cither before you serve a copy of the Answer on
the plaintiff or within seven (7) davs after you have served the plaintiff. If you fail to file an Answer,
judgment by default may be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.

Brendan J. Klaproth, Klaproth Law PLLC Clerk of the Court
Name of Plaintiff’s Altorney

2141 Wisconsin Ave NW, Suite M3 By
Address Beputy Clerk
Washington, DC 20007

(202) 618-2344 Date

Tslephone
MBEEE W SIE (202) 875-4828 Yeuillez appeler au (202) 8784828 pour une fraduction D4 ¢ mét b dich, hiy goi {202) 879-4828

HER NS, (202)875-4820 R BEFHMRE  ewT e AT (202) 8794828  piow

MPORTANT: IF YOU FAIL TO FILE AN ANSWER WITHIN THE TIME STATED ABOVE, OR IF, AFTER YOU
ANSWER, YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT ANY TIME THE COURT NOTIFIES YOU TO DO SO, A JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT
MAY BE ENTERED AGAINST YOU FOR THE MONEY DAMAGES OR OTHER RELIEF DEMANDED IN THE
COMPLAINT, IF THIS OCCURS, YOUR WAGES MAY BE ATTACHED OR WITHHELD OR PERSONAL PROPERTY OR
REAL BSTATE YOU OWN MAY BE TAKEN AND SOLD TO PAY THE JUDGMENT, IF YOU INTEND TO OPPOSE THIS
ACTION, DO NOT FAIL 70 ANSWER WITHIN THE REQUIRED TIME,

If you wish o talk to a lawyer and feel that you cannot afford to pay a fee 1o a lawyer, promptly contact one of the offices of the
Legal Aidd Society (202-628-1161) or the Neighborhood Legal Services (202-279-5100) for help or come to Suite 5000 at 500
Indiana Avenue, NNW., for more information concerning places where you may ask for such help.

See reverse side for Spanish transiation
Vea al dorso 1a traduccién al espafiol

CV-3110 [Rev. June 2017] Super. Ct. Civ.R. 4



TRIBUNRAL SUPERIOR DEL DISTRITO BE COLUMBIA
DIVISION CIVIL
Seccion de Acciones Civiles
580 Indiana Avegue, N.W., Suite 5008, Waskington, I.C, 28681
Teléfona: {282) 879-1133 Sitio web: www.dccourts.gov

Dante Desiderio

Demandante
contra

Namero de Caso:

National Congress of American Indians
Demandado

CITATORIO
Al susodiche Demandado:

Por la presente se le cita a comparecer v se le require entregar una Contestacidn a s Demanda adjunia, sea en
persona ¢ por medic de un abogade, en el plaze de veintiGn (21} dias contados después que usted baya recibido este
citatorio, excluyendo ¢l dia misme de la entrega del citatorio. Si usted estd siendo demandado en calidad de oficial o
agente del Gobierno de los Hetados Unidos de Norteamérica o del Gobiemo del Dhstrite de Columbia, tiens usted
sesenty (60) dias, contados después gue usted haya recibido este citatorio, para entregar su Contestacion. Tiene gue
enviarle por correo una copia de su Contestacién al abogado de fa parte domandante. El nombre v direccidn del
abogado aparecen al final de este documento. 51 ¢ demandado no tiene abogado, tiene que enviarle al demandante vna
copia de la Contestacién por correo a la direccidn gue aparece en este Citatorio,

A usied también se le require presentar la Contestacidn original al Tribunsl en la Oficina 5000, sito en 500
Indiana Avenue, N.W., entre las 8:30 s, v 5:00 p.m., de tunes a viernes o entre las 9:00 a.m. v las 12:00 del mediodia
los sdbados. Usted puede presentar la Contestacién original ante ¢l Juez va sea antes gue usted le entregue al
demandante una copia de la Contestacién o en ¢l plazo de sicte {7) dias de haberle hecho Ia entrega al demandante. Si
usted incumple con presentar wna Contestacidn, podria dictarse un fallo en rebeldia contra vsted para que se haga
efectivo el desagravio que se busca en la demanda.
Brendan J. Klaproth, Klaproth Law PLLC SECRETARIG DEL TRIBUNAL

Norabre del abogado del Demandante

2141 Wisconsin Ave NW, Suite M3 Por:

Direceitn Subsecretario
Washington, DC 20007

(202) 618-2344 Fecha
Teléfono

BB BT R (202) 875-4828 Veuillez appeler au (202) 878-4828 pour une fraduction DE o6 mot bai dich, hily goi {202) 879-4828
SN S ORI 02) R70-4828 SSEETRMIGR TROICE FCPP ATETYE (202) 878-4828 pema

IMPORTANTE: 81 USTED INCUMPLE CON PRESENTAR UNA CONTESTACION EN EL PLAZO ANTES
MENCIONADO O, 81 LUEGO DB CONTESTAR, USTED NO COMPARECE CUANDC LE AVISE EL JUZGADO, PODRIA
DICTARSE UN FALLO EN REBELDIA CONTRA USTED PARA QUE SE LE COBRE LOS DARNOS Y PERJUICIOS U OTRO
DESAGRAVIO QUE SE BUSQUE EN LA DEMANDA, SIESTO OCURRE, PODRIA RETENERSELE SUS INGRESCS, O
PODRIA TOMARSELE SUS BIENES PERSONALES O BIENES RAICES ¥ SER VENDIDOS PARA PAGAR EL FALLQ. 81
USTED PRETENDE OPONERSE A ESTA ACCION, NO DEJE DE CONTESTAR LA DEMANDA DENTRCO DEL PLAZO
EXIGIDG.

St desea conversar con un abogado v le parece que no puede pagarle 8 uno, Hame proato 3 una do nuestras oficinas del Legal Aid
Society {202-628-1161) o ¢} Neighborhood Legal Services (202-279-5100) para pedir ayuda o vengs a la Oficing 5000 del 500
Indiana Avenue, N.W ., para informarse sobre otros hugares donde puede pedirayuda al respecto,

Vea al dorso i original en inglés
See reverse side for English original
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Superior Court of the District of Columbia

CIVIL DIVISION- CIVIL ACTIONS BRANCH

INFORMATION SHEET
DANTE DESIDERIO Case Number:
s Date: June 24, 2022
NATIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICAN INDIANS [ One of the defendants is being sued
in their official capacity.
Name: (Please Print) Relationship to Lawsuit
Brendan J. Klaproth
Firm Name: Cooroth Law PLLG [X] Attorney for Plaintiff
P [ Self (Pro Se)

Telephone No.: Six digit Unified Bar No.:
(202) 618-2344 DC Bar No. 999360 [ Other:
TYPE OF CASE: [ Non-Jury X1 6 person Jury L1 12 Person Jury
Demand: $_ 5,000,000.00 Other:
PENDING CASE(S) RELATED TO THE ACTION BEING FILED
Case No.: Judge: Calendar #:
Case No.: Judge: Calendar#:

NATURE OF SUIT: (Check One Box Only)

A. CONTRACTS COLLECTION CASES
1 01 Breach of Contract 1 14 Under $25,000 Pltf. Grants Consent (116 Under $25,000 Consent Denied
[ 02 Breach of Warranty [1 17 OVER $25,000 PItf. Grants Consent[ ] 18 OVER $25,000 Consent Denied
[1 06 Negotiable Instrument [1 27 Insurance/Subrogation []26 Insurance/Subrogation
[] 07 Personal Property Over $25,000 Pltf. Grants Consent Over $25,000 Consent Denied
X1 13 Employment Discrimination [] 07 Insurance/Subrogation [C134 Insurance/Subrogation
[ 15 Special Education Fees Under $25,000 Pltf. Grants Consent Under $25,000 Consent Denied

1 28 Motion to Confirm Arbitration
Award (Collection Cases Only)

B. PROPERTY TORTS

1 01 Automobile 1 03 Destruction of Private Property 1 05 Trespass
[ 02 Conversion 1 04 Property Damage
[1 07 Shoplifting, D.C. Code § 27-102 (a)

C. PERSONAL TORTS

[ 01 Abuse of Process [] 10 Invasion of Privacy [C117 Personal Injury- (Not Automobile,
[] 02 Alienation of Affection [] 11 Libel and Slander Not Malpractice)
[] 03 Assault and Battery [ 12 Malicious Interference (I 18Wrongful Death (Not Malpractice)
1 04 Automobile- Personal Injury [ 13 Malicious Prosecution [ 19 Wrongful Eviction
[1 05 Deceit (Misrepresentation)  [] 14 Malpractice Legal [1 20 Friendly Suit
[] 06 False Accusation 115 Malpractice Medical (fncluding Wrongfil Deatt) L_]121 Asbestos
1 07 False Arrest [ 16 Negligence- (Not Automobile, [ 22 Toxic/Mass Torts
[] 08 Fraud Not Malpractice) [123 Tobacco
[] 24 Lead Paint

SEE REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE IF USED

CV-496/June 2015




Information Sheet, Continued

C. OTHERS
1 01 Accounting [ 17 Merit Personnel Act (OEA)
[ 02 Att. Before Judgment (D.C. Code Title 1, Chapter 6)
[] 05 Ejectment ] 18 Product Liability
1 09 Special Writ/Warrants
(DC Code § 11-941) [ 24 Application to Confirm, Modify,
[] 10 Traffic Adjudication Vacate Arbitration Award (DC Code § 16-4401)
[ 11 Writ of Replevin [ 29 Merit Personnel Act (OHR)
[ 12 Enforce Mechanics Lien 1 31 Housing Code Regulations
[ 16 Declaratory Judgment 1 32 Qui Tam
] 33 Whistleblower
IL.
1 03 Change of Name [ 15 Libel of Information [ 21 Petition for Subpoena
] 06 Foreign Judgment/Domestic [] 19 Enter Administrative Order as [Rule 28-1 (b)]
] 08 Foreign Judgment/International Judgment [ D.C. Code § [ 22 Release Mechanics Lien
[ 13 Correction of Birth Certificate 2-1802.03 (h) or 32-151 9 (a)] [ 23 Rule 27(a)(1)
[] 14 Correction of Marriage [ 20 Master Meter (D.C. Code § (Perpetuate Testimony)
Certificate 42-3301, et seq.) [ 24 Petition for Structured Settlement
1 26 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Vehicle) [ 25 Petition for Liquidation

[ 27 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Currency)
1 28 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Other)

D. REAL PROPERTY

1 09 Real Property-Real Estate 108 Quiet Title

[ 12 Specific Performance []25 Liens: Tax / Water Consent Granted

[1 04 Condemnation (Eminent Domain) 130 Liens: Tax / Water Consent Denied

[ 10 Mortgage Foreclosure/Judicial Sale [] 31 Tax Lien Bid Off Certificate Consent Granted
[ 11 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (RP)

/s/ Brendan J. Klaproth June 24, 2022

Attorney’s Signature Date

CV-496/ June 2015




