
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
LOUISIANA

Tatonya Johnson v. SE Tylose Louisiana, LLC and SE Tylose USA,
Inc.

Johnson v. SE Tylose · No. 23-1303-SDD-RLB · Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana grants defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in an employment-discrimination action brought by Tatonya Johnson against SE
Tylose Louisiana, LLC and SE Tylose USA, Inc. The claims included race discrimination under Title
VII and 42 U.S.C. § 1981, hostile work environment, disparate treatment, retaliation, and FMLA
retaliation and interference. The ruling evaluates alleged racially discriminatory conduct, workplace
treatment, work-schedule disputes, and the circumstances surrounding Johnson’s termination.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment on Plaintiff's Title VII and
42 U.S.C. § 1981 race-discrimination, hostile-work-environment, and
retaliation claims, as well as her Family and Medical Leave Act
retaliation and interference claims. The court granted Defendants'
motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(a), summary judgment is
appropriate when there is no genuine dispute of material fact and the
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The evidence and
reasonable inferences are viewed in the light most favorable to the
nonmovant, but conclusory allegations, unsubstantiated assertions, and
a mere scintilla of evidence are insufficient.
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PRACTICE AREAS

employment law civil rights civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Johnson presented sufficient evidence of race-based disparate treatment under Title VII and §
1981 concerning remote-work access, compensation, and termination.

2. Whether Johnson presented sufficient evidence that alleged workplace conduct was race-based and
sufficiently severe or pervasive to establish a hostile work environment.

3. Whether Johnson engaged in protected Title VII activity and established a causal connection between
that activity and alleged retaliatory actions.

4. Whether Johnson presented sufficient evidence to rebut SE Tylose's legitimate, nondiscriminatory
reasons for its employment decisions.

5. Whether Johnson's remaining FMLA retaliation and interference claims survived summary judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. Johnson's denial of general remote-work access and two requests to work from home did not constitute
an actionable adverse employment action on the evidence presented; the alleged harm was de minimis
and did not show a disadvantageous change in a term, condition, or privilege of employment.

2. Johnson failed to establish a prima facie case of race discrimination based on her 2020 pay increase and
failed to show that SE Tylose's stated reasons for the lower increase were pretextual.

3. Johnson failed to establish a prima facie case of race discrimination in her termination because she
identified no similarly situated comparator with a similar work history who was treated more favorably.
In any event, she failed to show that SE Tylose's performance, attendance, schedule, phone-use, and
professionalism reasons were pretextual.

4. Johnson failed to establish that the alleged harassment was based on race or was sufficiently severe or
pervasive to alter the conditions of employment and create an abusive working environment.

5. Johnson failed to establish a Title VII retaliation claim because the alleged PIP, remote-work changes,
and department-wide audit were not actionable adverse employment actions, and she did not show that
she engaged in protected activity or that protected activity caused her termination.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the only issue is whether SET’s decisions were racially motivated.” (II.B)

“Title VII does not require an employer to make proper decisions, only non-discriminatory ones.” (II.B.3)

“Title VII is not a ‘general civility code.’” (II.C)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Johnson, a Black customer-service representative at SE Tylose's Plaquemine, Louisiana plant, alleged that her
Japanese supervisor, Hiroshi Jomori, treated her less favorably than two white coworkers, made offensive
comments, and subjected her to hostile treatment. In 2022, after Brad Smothers became her supervisor, SE
Tylose ended its general hybrid-work policy and required employees to work in the office; the company
documented complaints about Johnson's availability, work output, missed deadlines, resistance to the schedule,
and interactions with management. Johnson was terminated in August 2022 after Smothers recommended
termination for performance, schedule resistance, alleged phone misuse, and unprofessional conduct. The court
found that Johnson lacked sufficient evidence connecting the challenged actions to race or protected Title VII
activity and failed to rebut SE Tylose's legitimate reasons for termination.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Johnson filed suit alleging race discrimination, hostile work environment, and retaliation under Title VII and 42
U.S.C. § 1981, together with FMLA retaliation and interference claims. The court previously dismissed her Title
VII Discrimination in Pay Act theory for failure to exhaust administrative remedies, while leaving the § 1981
pay claim available. After discovery, Defendants moved for summary judgment. The court granted the motion on
all remaining claims.
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