UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

Justin Gibbs v. Abt Electronics, Inc. and Ricky Abt

Gibbs + No. No. 21 CV 6277 - Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois granted Abt Electronics, Inc. and

Ricky Abt summary judgment on Justin Gibbs’s claims under Title VII, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, the Illinois Human Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1981, and the Illinois Wage Payment and

Collection Act. The court held, among other things, that Gibbs failed to provide sufficient evidence

supporting his discrimination, disability, retaliation, and related claims, and that many alleged

discriminatory incidents were untimely or inadequately supported under Local Rule 56.1.
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Plaintiff brought claims under Title VII, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, the Illinois Human Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1981, and
the Illinois Wage Payment and Collection Act. Defendants moved for

summary judgment on all claims.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The nonmoving party must identify admissible evidence
creating a genuine issue for trial, and unsupported or speculative

assertions do not suffice.

Unknown; memorandum opinion and order from a federal district

court with no reporter citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Gibbs's Title VII, § 1981, and THRA

discrimination claims.
2. Whether Gibbs produced evidence supporting an ADA disability or ADA disparate-treatment claim.
3. Whether Gibbs produced evidence of a hostile work environment based on race or disability.

4. Whether Gibbs produced evidence establishing causation for his Title VII, § 1981, IHRA, and ADA

retaliation claims.

5. Whether Gibbs created a genuine dispute that automatic meal-break deductions violated the Illinois

Wage Payment and Collection Act.

HOLDINGS

1. A party opposing summary judgment must controvert asserted facts with specific citations to admissible
evidentiary material; unsupported, speculative, or conclusory assertions do not create a genuine dispute

of material fact.

2. The court would consider only conduct occurring within the statutory period for Gibbs's discrimination

claims because he failed to establish a continuing violation connecting earlier events to timely conduct.

3. Gibbs could not proceed on his ADA discrimination claims because he presented no evidence from
which a jury could find that his vitiligo substantially limited a major life activity or otherwise qualified
as an ADA disability.

4. Gibbs failed to create a genuine dispute that any challenged employment action was taken because of his

race or otherwise constituted actionable discrimination.

5. Gibbs failed to establish a genuine dispute of material fact on his hostile-work-environment claims
because he lacked evidence that the timely conduct was based on race or disability and was severe or

pervasive.

6. Gibbs failed to establish a genuine dispute of material fact on his ADA, Title VII, § 1981, and IHRA
retaliation claims because he presented no sufficient evidence of a causal connection between protected
activity and the alleged adverse actions.

7. Gibbs failed to create a genuine dispute on his IWPCA claim because his argument was waived as
cursory and unsupported and he did not establish that the meal-break deductions were unauthorized

under the statute.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material

fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” (at 2)

“Suspicious timing alone, however, is generally insufficient to establish a retaliatory motivation.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Justin Gibbs, who is Black and has vitiligo, worked for Abt Electronics from February 2017 until his termination
on April 18, 2020. He alleged racial and disability-related harassment, discriminatory scheduling and discipline,
retaliation, and unlawful automatic meal-break deductions. Gibbs maintained a negative bonus-fund balance for
an extended period based on learning letters concerning urine bottles, safety-training failures, and failure to wear
steel-toed boots; Abt terminated him after an April 2020 incident involving his footwear, attitude, and conduct.
The court concluded that Gibbs lacked admissible evidence connecting the challenged actions to race, disability,

or protected retaliation, and that his wage claim was inadequately developed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gibbs sued his former employer and its owner in the Northern District of Illinois. After an earlier motion to
dismiss and an amended complaint, defendants moved for summary judgment. The court granted the motion on

all claims, vacated all pretrial and trial deadlines, and terminated the civil case.
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