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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas granted the United States Postal
Service’s motion for summary judgment in Mark Tackett’s pro se employment discrimination and
retaliation case. The court held that Tackett failed to establish prima facie claims based on the denial of
a promotion, the deactivation of workplace devices during medical leave, a request for medical
documentation, and two later denied promotions. The case was dismissed with prejudice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Postal Service was entitled to summary judgment on Tackett's claims that the 2019 failure
to promote was based on race, gender, color, age, or retaliation.

2. Whether deactivation of Tackett's work phone and computer while he was on sick leave constituted an
adverse employment action supporting disability discrimination or retaliation claims.

3. Whether the Postal Service's request for updated medical documentation during Tackett's leave
constituted retaliation.

4. Whether the Postal Service was entitled to summary judgment on Tackett's claims that he was denied
two 2021 promotions because of age or retaliation.

HOLDINGS

1. Tackett failed to establish a prima facie case of discrimination or retaliation concerning the 2019
manager position because the selected employee was a white male of the same age and qualifications,
and Tackett had not shown discriminatory animus or protected activity attributable to him before the
selection.

2. Deactivation of Tackett's work phone and computer while he was on sick leave was, at most, a minor
inconvenience and did not constitute an adverse employment action; therefore, his disability-
discrimination and retaliation claims based on the deactivation failed as a matter of law.

3. Tackett failed to establish that the Postal Service's request for updated medical documentation was
retaliatory or discriminatory because he did not show an adverse action, discriminatory motive, or
causation.

4. Tackett failed to establish prima facie claims for age discrimination or retaliation based on the two 2021
positions because he did not meet the minimum qualifications, the selected employees were also over
forty, and he showed no causal connection between his protected activity and the selecting official's
decisions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons stated above, Defendant’s motion for summary judgment (Doc. 29) is GRANTED. The case
is dismissed with prejudice.” (Conclusion)

“All that being said, the deactivation of the cell phone and computer while on leave amounts, at best, to a
minor inconvenience” (Analysis, disability claim)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mark Tackett, a white male over forty, worked for the Postal Service and was not selected for a 2019 manager
position, which was awarded to a white male of the same age or older. While on extended sick leave, his work



computer, phone, and email access were deactivated, but he continued receiving pay and sick-leave benefits, and
access was restored when he returned. In 2021, he applied for two positions but did not meet their minimum
qualifications and was not interviewed; the positions went to employees who were also over forty. Tackett
alleged that these events constituted discrimination and retaliation based on race, gender, disability, age, and
prior EEOC activity.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Tackett, proceeding pro se, sued the United States Postal Service, alleging discrimination and retaliation based
on race, gender, disability, and age under Title VII, the Rehabilitation Act, and the ADEA. The Postal Service
moved for summary judgment; Tackett responded, and the Postal Service replied. The court deemed the Postal
Service's statement of facts admitted because Tackett failed to file the required separate statement under Local
Rule 56.1, granted summary judgment, and dismissed the case with prejudice.
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