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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff gopeds by leave granted the trid court order granting defendant Northland Anesthesa
Associates partid summary disposition, based on a contractual agreement to arbitrate. We remand for
additiond proceedings. This apped is being decided without ord argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

Paintiff was employed by defendant Northland Anesthesia Associates under an agreement that
contained an arbitration provison, requiring that any controversy arigng from or reating to the
agreement shdl be determined by arbitration in Oakland County in accordance with the rules of the
American Arbitration Association. Plaintiff terminated her employment prior to the expiration of the
contract, and filed this action aleging violation of the Civil Rights Act, MCL 37.2120 et seq; MSA
3.548(101) et seq.

Thetrid court found that plaintiff’s sex discrimination clams clearly arose from or were related
to the employment agreement. The Court found nothing in the Civil Rights Act which would preclude
arbitration, and it granted summary digposition on the clams againgt Northland Anesthesa
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Subsequent to the trial court’s order, severd opinions were issued regarding the arbitrability of
cavil rights daims, culminating in the conflict pane decison in Rembert v Ryan’s Family Steak Houses,
Inc,  MichApp __;  NW2d ___ (Docket No. 196542, issued 4/9/1999). Rembert holds
that a predispute agreement to arbitrate satutory employment discrimination cdams is enforcesble
provided that the arbitration procedures are fair and that the agreement waives no substantive rights and
remedies.

Rembert contains an extensve review of state and federa law of contracts, arbitration, and civil
rights. The panel adopted new requirements to determine whether the parties intended to arbitrate
gatutory employment discrimination clams, and whether the arbitration procedures are far and the
agreement waives no substantive rights and remedies. The trid court did not have the benefit of this
andyss a the time it rendered its decison on defendant’'s motion.  As in Rembert, supra, itis
necessary to remand this case for a determination whether the conditions were met for the application
and enforcement of the agreemen.

Remanded for gpplication of the standards identified in Rembert, supra. We do not retain
jurisdiction.
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