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On 12/29/2023, Catherine Martinez filed a complaint with the New York State Division
of Human Rights (“Division”) charging the above-named Respondents with an unlawful

discriminatory practice relating to housing because of lawful source of income in violation of
N.Y. Exec. Law, art. 15 (Human Rights Law).

After investigation and following opportunity for review of related information and
evidence by the named parties, the Division has determined that there is NO PROBABLE
CAUSE to believe that the respondents have engaged in or are engaging in the unlawful
discriminatory practice complained of. This determination is based on the following:

The record does not contain sufficient evidence that Respondents engaged in unlawful
discrimination against Complainant because of lawful source of income.

Complainant is a recipient of Housinglink, a Rapid Rehousing (“RRH”) Voucher
Program, administered by New Destiny Housing. Complainant is a rental tenant of apartment 2C
(“subject apartment”) of a multi-family building known as “Monte Excelsior,” located at 245-20
Grand Central Parkway, Queens, NY 11426 (“subject property”). Respondents are BLDG
Management Co., Inc. (“BLDG”), the manager of the subject property; GF Grand Central LLC
(“GF”), corporate owner of the subject property; Christopher Orpheus, head officer and agent of
Respondents BLDG and GF; and Emilie Roche-Perez, the associate property manager of the
subject property (collectively, “Respondents”).

Complainant alleges a broker for Respondents initially denied her the ability to apply for



housing at the subject property because of her lawful source of income. Complainant describes
using the name “Cat” to receive a housing application to apply to lease the subject apartment.
Complainant alleges Respondent BLDG only approved her because she advocated for her rights
and was able to move into the subject apartment on September 7, 2023. Once Complainant
moved into the subject apartment, Complainant alleges Respondents refused to resolve a tenant-
on-tenant dispute and ignored her request for repairs because of her lawful source of income.
Since September 1, 2023, Complainant claims Respondents Orpheus and Roche-Perez refused to
address her complaints with the tenant in apartment 3C at the subject property. Complainant
reported to Respondents that tenant 3C makes noises day and night and tried to initiate a fight
after playing loud music all day. Complainant explained the noise has disrupted her sleep and
caused her to feel unsafe. Although Complainant reported the complaints, she alleges
Respondents did not address the complaints due to her receiving a rental subsidy. In addition,
from December 21, 2023 to December 27, 2023, Complainant reported to Respondents that she
had plumbing issues and only had cold water in the subject apartment for five days, which
Respondent BLDG did address and fix.

Respondents deny the allegations of the complaint and assert Complainant’s housing
application was never denied. Respondents assert they worked with Complainant to secure the
subject apartment when she applied in August of 2023 and moved in on September 7, 2023.
Respondents contested that Complainant filed an application under an alias. They submitted
correspondence which verified Complainant used her legal name when she applied. According to
Respondents, on August 17, 2023, Complainant received the lease package and submission
instructions, which Complainant returned to Respondent BLDG on August 28, 2023, with the
required documents. On September 3, 2023, Complainant’s housing coordinator, Indiana Santo,
submitted a final breakdown of the rental assistance from New Destiny, and Complainant was
approved to move into the subject apartment.

Respondents claim Complainant’s grievances stem from alleged harassment between
tenants and assert they addressed each complaint. They state they had tenant 3C install carpeting
to mitigate Complainant’s noise concerns. On September 25, 2023, Respondent BLDG reported
Complainant complained of worsening noise from tenant 3C. Thereafter, Respondents
documented their exchanges with the tenant in 3C and Complainant. Both residents complained
about each other’s conduct to Respondents. Respondents ensured the upstairs tenant installed
carpeting with padding. Respondents inspected and photographed tenant 3C’s apartment to
confirm compliance.

A no probable cause determination is warranted because the record does not support that
Respondents engaged in unlawful discrimination against Complainant on the basis of her lawful
source of income. While Complainant’s third-party witness corroborated that broker Michael
Dallal initially informed Complainant that her rental subsidy would not be accepted for the
subject property, Complainant did not name Dallal as a Respondent in the instant complaint, and
there is no evidence to support that he works in the subject property. No agents of the named
Respondents that Complainant interacted with stated that her subsidy would not be accepted at
the subject property. The Respondents named by Complainant in this complaint accepted
Complainant’s rental subsidy and approved Complainant’s rental application.



Throughout the investigation, Complainant did not articulate how Respondents’ actions
regarding her repair requests and complaints are connected to her status as a voucher recipient.
Despite the lack of nexus between her protected class and Respondents’ alleged conduct, the
Division fully investigated Complainant’s allegations. The investigation shows that Respondents
completed Complainant’s repair request and addressed the dispute between Complainant and her
neighbor. The Division interviewed the tenant Complainant had a dispute with, who informed
the Division that she has a daughter living with a disability who made noise, and because of the
noise, Respondents required that Complainant’s neighbor install carpet with padding at her
expense, costing her four thousand dollars ($4,000.00).

The Division interviewed other tenants at the subject property, and tenant interviews do
not disclose inferences of discrimination. None of the tenants interviewed share Complainant’s
protected class. All reported that Respondents completed their repair requests. One tenant
reported that Respondents addressed their complaints by issuing the other tenant a Notice to

Quit.

There is no evidence of discrimination by the named Respondents. For the above reasons,
the complaint of housing discrimination should be dismissed.

The complaint is therefore ordered dismissed and the file is closed.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that any party to this proceeding may appeal this
Determination to the New York State Supreme Court in the County wherein the alleged unlawful
discriminatory practice took place by filing directly with such court a Notice of Petition and
Petition within sixty (60) days after service of this Determination. A copy of this Notice and
Petition must also be served on all parties including General Counsel, State Division of Human
Rights, One Fordham Plaza, 4th Floor, Bronx, NY 10458. DO NOT FILE THE ORIGINAL
NOTICE AND PETITION WITH THE STATE DIVISION OF HUMAN RIGHTS.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that in the alternative to the right to appeal noticed
above, in cases alleging housing discrimination only, a person whose complaint has been
dismissed by the New York State Division of Human Rights after investigation for lack of
jurisdiction or lack of probable cause may file the same cause of action in a court of appropriate
jurisdiction pursuant to this section, unless appeal to the New York State Supreme Court as
stated above has been sought.

Dated: August 29, 2025
Date of Service:
New York, New York
STATE DIVISION OF HUMAN RIGHTS
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By:

Chelsea L. John, Esq.
Associate Deputy Commissioner of Fair Housing
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