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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court reviewed summary judgment in Dianne Hoover's claims under the
Minnesota Human Rights Act for disability discrimination, failure to make reasonable
accommodations, and reprisal. The court held that genuine issues of material fact existed regarding
whether Hoover was disabled, whether Norwest knew of her need for accommodation, and whether
the stated reason for her termination was pretextual. It affirmed reinstatement of the discriminatory-
discharge claim, reversed dismissal of the reasonable-accommodation and reprisal claims, and

remanded for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether genuine issues of material fact existed as to whether Hoover was disabled under the Minnesota

Human Rights Act and was discharged because of her disability.

2. Whether genuine issues of material fact existed as to whether Norwest knew of Hoover's disability-

related need for loan-processing support and failed to provide a reasonable accommodation.

3. Whether Hoover engaged in statutorily protected activity by requesting work assistance tied to her

fibromyalgia and whether a factual issue existed as to whether her termination was reprisal for that
activity.
4. What showing of pretext is required to avoid summary judgment under the McDonnell Douglas

framework.

HOLDINGS

1. Hoover presented sufficient evidence to create genuine issues of material fact as to whether she was
disabled, qualified for her position, replaced by a nondisabled person, and discharged for a reason that
was pretextual and discriminatory. Summary judgment on the discriminatory discharge claim was

therefore improper.

2. The evidence created a genuine issue of material fact as to whether Hoover's fibromyalgia materially
limited the major life activity of working and therefore constituted a disability under the MHRA.

3. Summary judgment for Norwest on Hoover's reasonable-accommodation claim was improper because
the record created genuine issues of material fact as to whether Norwest knew of her disability-related

need for loan-processing support.

4. A request for work assistance is protected activity under the MHRA when the employee specifically ties
the request to a disability. Hoover presented sufficient evidence of protected activity, adverse action,

causation, and pretext to survive summary judgment on her reprisal claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, as we read Reeves, in order to avoid summary judgment under the McDonnell Douglas third step, the
employment discrimination plaintiff must put forth sufficient evidence for the trier of fact to infer that the
employer's proffered legitimate nondiscriminatory reason is not only pretext but that it is pretext for
discrimination.” (632 N.W.2d at 546)

“Standing alone, a request for assistance in performing one's job may not constitute protected activity, but
when the employee specifically ties a request for work assistance to a disability, the employee engages in
protected activity under the MHRA.” (632 N.W.2d at 548)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hoover worked as a private mortgage banker for Norwest from 1992 until her termination in February 1996.
Before her termination, she had generally received strong performance evaluations, but after being diagnosed
with fibromyalgia she experienced headaches, fatigue, pain, sleeplessness, and difficulty concentrating and
repeatedly sought additional loan-processing support. Norwest conducted an unusual audit of her loan files,
identified potential policy and regulatory violations, and terminated her rather than following the auditor's
recommendation of additional training and oversight. Evidence indicated that other loan originators had similar

compliance errors without being disciplined or terminated.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hoover sued Norwest in Hennepin County District Court, asserting negligent supervision, breach of contract,
disability discrimination, failure to accommodate, and reprisal. The district court granted Norwest summary
judgment on all claims. The Minnesota Court of Appeals reversed as to discriminatory discharge but affirmed as
to reasonable accommodation and reprisal. The Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed reinstatement of the
discriminatory discharge claim, reversed as to the accommodation and reprisal claims, and remanded for further

proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the district court for further proceedings on Hoover's discriminatory discharge, reasonable
accommodation, and reprisal claims. The court affirmed the court of appeals' reinstatement of the discriminatory

discharge claim and reversed its affirmance of summary judgment on the accommodation and reprisal claims.
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