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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana granted DHL's motion for
summary judgment in a pro se employee's action alleging age and race discrimination under the
ADEA and Title VII, and violations of the FMLA. The court held that Taylor failed to establish a
prima facie discrimination case or show pretext, and failed to demonstrate that DHL's attendance-
credit practices violated the FMLA. Final judgment was ordered to issue separately.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under the ADEA, Title VII, and the FMLA
arising from his termination. Defendant moved for summary
judgment, and plaintiff opposed the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when the movant shows that there is no
genuine dispute as to any material fact and that the movant is entitled
to judgment as a matter of law. The court viewed the evidence and
drew reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmoving party, but held
that speculation or conjecture cannot defeat summary judgment.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether DHL was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's ADEA age-discrimination claim.

2. Whether DHL was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's Title VII race-discrimination claim.

3. Whether Taylor presented evidence that DHL's stated reason for termination—his negative attendance
balance—was pretextual.

4. Whether Taylor's FMLA claim based on allegedly being overlooked because of his FMLA status
survived summary judgment when he failed to address it in opposition.

5. Whether DHL violated the FMLA by denying attendance-related incentive credit when Taylor did not
meet the attendance goal because of leave.

HOLDINGS

1. Taylor failed to establish a prima facie case under the McDonnell Douglas framework because he did not
show that he was meeting DHL's legitimate expectations or identify similarly situated employees outside
his protected classes who were treated more favorably.

2. Taylor failed to show that DHL's stated reason for terminating him—his negative attendance balance—
was pretextual.

3. Taylor abandoned his claim that DHL repeatedly overlooked him because of his FMLA status by failing
to address that claim in opposition to summary judgment.

4. Taylor failed to establish an FMLA violation based on DHL's denial of attendance credit because he did
not show that DHL deviated from its policy or practice for employees taking non-FMLA leave.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Regardless of the path taken, the Court will consider the evidence "as a whole, rather than asking whether
any particular piece of evidence proves the case by itself."” (Discussion, ADEA and Title VII claims)

“Thus, for Plaintiff to establish that DHL violated the FMLA, he would have to show DHL "deviated from its
policy or practice for other employees on non[-]FMLA leave."” (Discussion, FMLA claims)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Taylor, a fifty-eight-year-old Black man, worked as a forklift operator for DHL beginning in October 2021 under
an at-will employment arrangement governed by DHL's attendance and leave policies. His attendance balance
declined because of unapproved absences, including absences in November 2023 and September 2024, and he
received written and final written attendance notifications. After his balance fell to negative 23.22 hours, DHL



terminated him on September 12, 2024. Taylor claimed that DHL treated younger white employees more
favorably by accepting doctors' notes and that DHL violated the FMLA by denying attendance-related incentive
credit and overlooking him because of his FMLA status, but the record showed that the identified employees
were not permitted to excuse absences with doctors' notes and that Taylor had not properly reported or exhausted
available FMLA leave.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Taylor filed suit in October 2024 alleging age discrimination, race discrimination, and FMLA violations. DHL
moved for summary judgment. The court granted the motion on all claims and directed that final judgment issue
by separate entry.
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