
My Position on Harassment and Discriminatory Employment Practices at Mr Cooper 

07/21/2023 

On July 13th, 2023, I informed my manager that I would no longer be interacting with Lilia Streib, due to 

her repeated unequal and harassing treatment of me regarding change control language. 

Here is that email: 
 

 

I include the communications between me, Lilia, Toby Smith, and William White, along with relevant 

exhibits, in this table for convenience.  (updated to reference communications with HR) 

(for the quickest summary, skip the links and finish this top document). 

 

 Nikhil Vyas tickets from which I copied description verbatim 

 Lilia’s response when the language comes from me 

               Lilia’s further dissatisfaction when I modified the target version to match an exact version, my 

reply, and her further dissatisfaction 

 My question to Lilia regarding why the language is fine from someone named “Nikhil” but 

not from someone named “Kenneth” and her reply. 
 

 My forwarding of this familiar reply and my refusal to work with her further to Toby 

 August 3rd request by HR for meeting 

My response to the meeting request excerpt and full text 

HRs response to my meeting declination with my response 

My follow-up with HR regarding the omission of my discrimination claim  

              HR response to my recognition of HR failure to mention my discrimination claim 

              HR final response to my claims 



 

  

 

 

At that point, I only wanted to be exempt from her harassment, and for it to be understood that any 

further questions related to my change tickets would be forwarded to my manager. 

This was not acceptable to Toby, and he indicated that William would be available to review further. 

I then wrote a summary of my position so that it would be unambiguous and sent it to Toby and William. 

This communication is copied HERE. 

 

William requested a meeting at 2:00pm on Monday the 17th. Initially, I declined. He insisted, so I accepted 

the meeting. 

Since I would be meeting and engaging in verbal communication- which I don’t value- I began to ponder 

the case and potential sources for Lilia’s bias, and these thoughts reminded me of something that 

happened in our Wednesday huddle meeting some weeks before. 

We were shown a PowerPoint slide that was so disgusting that I immediately left the meeting. Recalling 

this, I decided to look for this slide. I knew that if it were available, it would be through the DEI section of 

our portal. It didn’t take long before I discovered that this slide and several other graphs were part of 

something called an “inclusion report”. 

Here is that slide: 

 



  

The slide clearly illustrates at least the following information: 

1. There are Mr Cooper employees who are white, and those who are not. 

2. Points and ribbons are figuratively (at least) earned for reducing the percentage of white 

employees and replacing that percentage with employees who are not white, at the rate of one 

point per percentage point of white people reduced. 

 

Here is the 2022 census report on the racial makeup of The United States: 

 

 

 



Some questions arise from this. 

Since the makeup of The United States Mr Cooper workforce in 2021 was 42% white people, according to 

the Mr Cooper graph, that means that white people were underrepresented in the workforce by about 

45% as compared to their percentage of US population. Mr Cooper has, in 2022, however, won points and 

a star-studded ribbon according to this Mr Cooper graph by reducing that number further by another 

three percentage points. (that’s +3 points according to the Mr Cooper scoring system). Another such graph 

shows +11 points for a more drastic reduction in white people. 

 

As this may relate to Lilia’s behavior, there’s another graph in the MR Cooper inclusivity report that I find 

interesting: 

 

 

There’s no way to interpret the first graph- in light of the drastic underrepresentation of white people and 

the continuing drive to reduce that number further- other than that Mr Cooper believes that white people 

are bad (there is no qualifier on the graph for why it’s advantageous to reduce the percentage of white 

people other than the fact that they are white), and that there is no acceptable number of them. 

In a report that contains this graph, it’s reasonable to infer in the second graph that there is the intent 

and hope that white people will continue to leave the company, and that it is extra advantageous if these 

white people leaving the Mr Cooper are specifically white men. 



This is Mr Cooper company culture and policy in very simple terms, proudly displayed by its upper 

management to the entire body of Mr Cooper employees. 

Has Lilia Streib been harassing me with unequal treatment because of her personal biases, or is she 

reflecting the unambiguous direction and culture of the company that employs her? 

 

Here is what the equal opportunity employment commission has to say about discrimination in the 

workplace: 

 

 

 

My position is clear, and I believe irrefutable: 

The inclusivity report prepared by Mr Cooper’s Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion department that contains 

the graphs above along with other assessments: 

1. Is unlawfully discriminatory on the basis of race, sex, and age. 

2. Is threatening not only to white people but to all who support free-market capitalism and 

individualism- i.e., the philosophy which underlay The Constitution of The United States. 

3. creates a hostile work environment that fosters distrust and impedes cooperation. 

4. creates an example where actions that can help to push white males into “voluntarily” leaving the 

company will be perceived as reward worthy. 

 

Whether Lilia’s biases are her own or she is doing her job in the manner projected by those who produced 

and released the Mr Cooper 2022 inclusion report, it makes only the difference in whether we have two 

independent problems, or one central problem. 



It’s obvious that Mr Cooper’s shockingly discriminatory workplace practices have become the main issue 

at this point. 

I don’t enjoy drama. I have worked at Mr Cooper for more than 5 years with very little drama other than 

Lilia Streib’s relentless passive-aggressive nitpicking of my change control tickets. But surely, reasonable 

people of all political backgrounds can agree that this inclusion report from our DEI department crosses 

any acceptable line of appropriate discourse in the workplace. 

I would like to understand, therefore, what Mr Cooper’s official response is to this recognition of 

discriminatory activity and what Mr Cooper intends to do to remedy this encroachment on the rights of 

its employees.  

 

     Sincerely, 

      Kenneth Shipman 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Nikhil Vyas tickets from which I copied description verbatim 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Lilia’s response when the language came from me: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Lilia’s further dissatisfaction when I modified the target version to match an exact version, 

my reply, and her further dissatisfaction- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



My question to Lilia regarding why the language is fine from someone named “Nikhil” but 

not from someone named “Kenneth” and her reply. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



My summary of the history of harassment from Lilia Streib for William White and Toby 

Smith- 
 

 

(text for readability) 

 

Good afternoon- 

 

Since someone else is going to review this, I’ll start from the beginning, so my position is clear: 

 

Shortly after I started doing change tickets (about 5 years ago), Lilia Streib would appear at my cube to 

discuss issues with the language in the ticket. For the first while, I just tried to work through whatever 

requirements she indicated, as I was new, and each company has its ways of doing things. 

 

Before long, I noticed that her visits became oddly frequent, and the nature of the admonishments was 

increasingly petty and immaterial. With email and teams, further, I could not understand why a physical 

visit was necessary. 

 

I began to only post language in tickets that had already been approved by her and completed, believing 

this would be a path toward a streamlined process for both of us. 

 

I was wrong. 

 

When I would point out that this language had already been approved by her in the past for another 

person, the reply was never "oh, well if it was good enough then, it's ok now too, I'll go ahead and 

approve". 



 

The answer was 100% of the time some form of "that was then and them, and this is you and now". 

 

At one point, I remarked to Toby that "if I showed up to a female's cube with constant, unnecessary 

requirements, she would have grounds for a harassment case". 

 

Toby laughed this comment off, literally. 

 

As covid came about, I began to focus more on POCs, Chef, and devops technologies, so I opened very 

few tickets for a couple of years. 

I was recently asked, however, to open a ticket to facilitate the Kubernetes cluster upgrade for servwin-

upper. 

I searched for previous tickets with the same task and found Nikhil's completed changes CHG0053865 and 

CHG0053746. I copied the language for every field, adjusting only cluster names where appropriate. 

 

On cue, the language was flagged by Lilia. While it was ok for Nikhil to write "(Azure Kubernetes Service) 

version 1.21.x  is already EOL Dec 2022" and that the upgrade is "to the latest stable version (1.23.x)", I 

was required to fill in not only the exact version which we'd be going to, but I was required to replace the 

first "x" as well. When I explained that the first "x" simply means "all versions of 1.12 are EOL", she did 

not say "oh, I see. That's fine". 

She required I enter language to explain what the "x" in 1.21.x is EOL means. 

I copied Toby as I questioned her why Nikhil was not so ordered, though I complied yet again. 

In the change meeting prior to the window, I stated my change, its purpose, and that I'd need no additional 

support as per custom. 

At that point, Toby interrupted indicating that someone would also be doing "origwin-upper" under this 

change ticket, and I understood he made modifications to add that name into the language. 

 

I find what happened on the evening of the change to be interesting and relevant: 

 

That night, I, Larry Flynt, Toby Smith, Rengarajan Govindan, Leonard Chibvongodze, and several others 

joined a call to participate or look on. 

Toby informed us first-off that servwin-upper (my upgrade) would not be done because development 

teams had Dockerfile changes to move into prod first. 



 

Origwin-upper would proceed however, with commands being entered by Larry and all of us offering input 

where appropriate as he worked through the steps. 

 

When it came time to do the upgrade, Azure's apparently available list of versions only included three 

versions of 1.24, and it took no more than a few seconds for Toby and the leads to select version 1.24.10 

and move ahead. 

 

I found this significant because it illustrates what those setting examples for the rest of us on attitudes 

regarding change control really think about our change control implementation. 

 

The change ticket says that we would be going to a specific version- version 1.23.8. 

It wasn’t "my" change ticket. 

It's the ticket we were operating under that evening. My piece of the change was canceled, and I was just 

looking on to gain experience. 

 

There was no mention of change control in the window, and that was part of that experience I gained. 

 

That's a level of disrespect for our change control that is beyond mine. 

If someone tells you they disrespect you to your face, they respect you enough to tell you. 

If someone behaves as though you don't exist- as did our leaders toward our change control- that's what 

disrespect truly means. 

In the old paradigm (pre-devops), it would have been unthinkable to put a later release into production 

than in dev, but that may be a perfectly acceptable decision to make in the devops world. 

I don’t have an issue with that decision. 

 

The question is: Why do management and lead engineers have no respect for Lilia’s version dictates in 

the change record? 

 

I believe it is- in large part- that our change control as implemented doesn't provide value other than as 

an industry check-box requirement- and everybody knows it. 



Are change control personnel supposed to be technical people who can circumvent potential issues 

through their expertise in coding or engineering practices, or are they just in the business of documenting 

what engineers are doing as we move changes into environments? 

 

Lilia may believe she represents the former type, while by her own admission (as someone who changes 

interpretations of words based on the month or who's saying them and doesn’t know what a variable is 

after at least 5 years in IT), she is wholly unqualified for that type of role.  

I am an empirical person. For me, language means the same thing in June that it did in February, and "2+2" 

always equals "4".  

I'm uncomfortable when I'm caught between two irrational positions, neither of which- in my view- could 

possibly accrue to the benefit of my employer. 

On the one hand, I'm told that I must continue to respect and "work with" someone who repeatedly 

harasses me with indefensibly inane quibbles in response to the exact same words she finds no fault with 

from others, while on the other hand, this mandate is coming from someone who exhibits less regard, in 

practice, for that same person's requirements on the same change record. 

 

It's clear that Lilia has the power over others to approve or disapprove changes.  

It’s a documented fact, further, that she applies that power differently according to some internal bias. 

Is it personal, is it racial, is it political? 

I have my suspicions, but in any case: I'm burned-out from years of her unequal treatment of me in this 

regard.  

 

If the way to move forward is that we all agree to put whatever appeases her into tickets, and then do 

whatever we want in windows- as in the examples set for me by those above me- then I'll just have to do 

that though I find it a strange way to conduct business. 

 

I would prefer that those in change control recognize their strengths and weaknesses in that role and 

attempt to apply a uniform standard of change documentation that doesn't discriminate against certain 

individuals in ways that provide no benefit, at best, to Mr. Cooper. Then we as engineers can make 

meaningful characterizations of our change plans in these tickets that allow us the flexibility to react to 

conditions during upgrades that we deem most likely to result in the best outcomes for Mr. Cooper as a 

company. 

For example, the change I scheduled for Saturday evening contains the language (regarding target 

version)- “the latest version of 1.24.x available” or something similar, because I was trying to emulate (in 

ticket form) what my leaders exhibited in practice in the previous window. 



That’s not good enough for Lilia, Toby, so I’ll need you to provide a way forward since it will be inconsistent 

with your actual practice. 

I will continue to document incidents, such as this series, where I am required to endure unequal and 

harassing behavior at the hands of Lilia Streib by management. 

 

 

Kenneth Shipman 

Senior Infrastructure Engineer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

August 3rd communication from HR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Decline of HR meeting response excerpt followed by full text: 
 

 

 

I sent this follow up to William yesterday- 

 

Good afternoon- 

 

This is a follow-up to my document, hopefully to clarify my position further. 

 

First of all- I am pro Mr Cooper. I want what’s best for stockholders, employees, and customers. 

I have no intention or desire to pursue any litigation with Mr Cooper. 

I was, however, angered by the – I believe- indefensible nature of the information in the 

inclusion report. 

I just recognize that there could be exposure in these areas, and reacted accordingly. 

My hope is that those in positions to improve this stance will do that. 

I also don’t want anyone fired- but I think it’s reasonable if I believe that I’m being unfairly 

scrutinized, that I can kick that instance up to my manager for input. 

 



Thanks, 

 

 

Kenneth Shipman 

Senior Infrastructure Engineer 

Server Automation 

8950 Cypress Waters Blvd.  

Dallas, TX 75019 

  

 

 

I see no benefit to Mr. Cooper or to me from having a personal conversation with a member of Mr 

Cooper HR. 

At this stage, it’s important that my positions and those of Mr Cooper are documented. I will regard any 

attempt to force verbal or face-to-face communications as retaliation. 

 

This started as something quite simple and documented- Lilia Streib has treated me differently when 

submitting the same language as others in ways I find harassing. 

After years of this, I finally reached the point where I don’t want interaction with her anymore.  

 

William White required a meeting with me regarding this, in preparation for which I was reminded of a 

slide I’d been shown in our weekly huddle meeting. 

At the time, I’d only glanced at it and only noticed that it discriminated between “white” people and 

those who are not “white”, which offended me and caused me to leave the meeting. 

 

I wasn’t sure if I could find this slide, but reviewing the DEI page, I quickly found it in the “inclusion 

report”. It was then that I noticed that it not only showed the difference, but implied improvement, 

winning, and rewards for reducing the amount of the workforce who are “white”. Realizing, further, that 

the proportion of what Mr Cooper defines as “white” are defined the same way as the U.S census 

defines them, and that the 2022 census report shows them at 75.5% of the U.S. population, while only 

making up 42% of the Mr Cooper U.S. Workforce. The Mr Cooper communication shows that we have 

won a star-studded ribbon and earned +3 points for reducing that number further to 39%. There are 

further graphs that indicate positive strides toward having “white” males leave voluntarily. 



 

Obviously, we live in charged political times. 

Obviously, there is a narrative from the fringe left that pushes the idea that white people are somehow 

special in their propensity for evil, and that they’re getting in the way of all the “progress” from people 

who aren’t white by being in favor of “outdated” concepts such as freedom and free-markets. 

 

The proponents of these ideas will go as far as to state in writing that “showing up on time” or even 

“cause and effect relationships” are examples of “whiteness”. (Smithsonian DEI documentation). 

 

The people behind this narrative don’t care about race, in my opinion. They care about division. 

The founders and bosses of BLM, for example, state in their own words that they are “trained Marxists”. 

 

How much money did Mr Cooper donate to BLM?  

We know where that money went, now, of course. It went to buy large houses and things for BLM 

founders, bosses, and friends. 

 

The instigators of DEI are the same: Marxists who don’t believe in free markets or individualism. Their 

goal is not to help Mr Cooper customers, shareholders, or employees. It’s to divide, destroy, and loot.  

 

Mr Cooper has the dilemma of expressing its identity between the rock of respecting free-market 

capitalism, individualism, and freedom (dirty words to the left), vs the hard-place of appeasing Marxists. 

 

Many large corporations are facing this challenge, and many are failing to simply be ethical in response. 

This “inclusion” report which only communicates one clear idea- that “white” people are to be excluded- 

is an ugly example. 

 

My suggestion is to get rid of all aspects of DEI, admit it was poor leadership to allow these Marxists to 

influence Mr Cooper’s image, and to express a commitment to individualism and freedom as the highest 

principles.  

 

A large impediment to this commitment, of course, is the significant percentage of people (employees 

or otherwise) who are empathetic to the anti-white narrative. 

These are people who suggest they are against slavery; but are curiously in favor of Obamacare or 

Publicly funded education, for example. 



What’s the difference, then, between threatening a man with murder if he doesn’t work for free so your 

cotton gets picked, and threatening a man with murder if he doesn’t work for free so that your 

healthcare or education ideas get imposed? (I welcome the chance to respond to any sincere attempt to 

distinguish between the two). 

 

In my experience, there are two kinds of people: those who are ok with enslaving others as long as they 

get their way, and those who will only seek mutually agreeable relations with others, period. 

 

I want Mr Cooper to be the latter type of person or corporation. 

 

I’m not getting paid for teaching basic morals to Mr Cooper or its employees, but the fact that I’m 

required to do so is beginning to negatively affect my outlook and working conditions. 

 

I think Mr Cooper has an opportunity to correct its position on these questions, and I hope that it does 

so. 

 

I will be documenting any actions or behaviors from management that I believe may be retaliatory in 

response to my assertions as we move forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Kenneth Shipman 

Senior Infrastructure Engineer 

Server Automation 

8950 Cypress Waters Blvd.  

Dallas, TX 75019 

 

 

 

 



First response from HR following meeting decline and response: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



My response to the omission of my discrimination claim: 

 

 

 

HR response to my recognition of omission: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Final response by HR to claims: 
 

 


