UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

Michael Robins v. Elite Line Services

Robins - No. 1:24-cv-04185 - Decided March 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois considers Elite Line Services’

motion for summary judgment in Michael Robins’s Title VII race-discrimination and retaliation

lawsuit. The court concludes that Robins did not present sufficient evidence of discriminatory motive

or pretext, including because his proposed comparator did not engage in conduct of comparable

seriousness. The motion for summary judgment is granted.
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Defendant moved for summary judgment on plaintiff's Title VII race-
discrimination and retaliation claims.

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 evidence is viewed in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party, but defeating summary

judgment requires evidence rather than speculation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Robins presented sufficient evidence for a reasonable jury to find that his termination and

placement on leave were caused by race discrimination under Title VII.

2. Whether Jurishi was a valid comparator whose allegedly lesser discipline supported an inference that

Daifuku's stated safety-related reasons for disciplining Robins were pretextual.

3. Whether Robins presented sufficient evidence to proceed under a cat's-paw theory based on alleged bias

by supervisor Tim Croak or coworker Devin Jurishi.

4. Whether Robins presented sufficient evidence of a causal connection between his protected Title VII

activity and his placement on leave or termination.

HOLDINGS

1. Robins failed to present evidence from which a reasonable jury could conclude that his race caused his
placement on leave or termination. Daifuku's multiple admitted safety violations supplied a
nondiscriminatory explanation, and Robins did not produce sufficient evidence that the explanation was

pretextual.

2. Robins failed to establish a cat's-paw theory because the undisputed evidence showed independent
investigations and independently sufficient reasons for the adverse employment actions, thereby

breaking any causal chain from alleged discriminatory animus by Croak or Jurishi.

3. Robins failed to establish a causal connection between his protected report of discrimination and
retaliation and either his placement on leave or his termination. Summary judgment was therefore proper

on the retaliation claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Considering the evidence as a whole and eschewing any framework or formula, Robins has not come
forward with evidence that would allow a reasonable juror to find that Daifuku’s justification for placing him

on leave or terminating him was pretextual.” (Section I11.A)

“The record does not show that his discrimination complaint caused him to be placed on leave or caused his

termination.” (Section II1.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robins, who is Black, worked as a Maintenance Tech III at a Chicago facility operated by Daifuku Services
America Corporation, formerly known as Elite Line Services. After reporting that a white coworker, Devin
Jurishi, had violated the employer's clothing and personal-protective-equipment rules, Robins was investigated
for multiple safety violations during a conveyor repair, including failing to complete his portion of a lock-out-
tag-out procedure, failing to wear head protection, completing a pre-task plan after the work, and climbing onto

an elevated conveyor without a fall harness. He was placed on decision-making leave on March 11, 2022,



reported race discrimination and retaliation to human resources on March 12, and was terminated effective April
28, 2022. The employer's investigations concluded that the discrimination allegations were unfounded and that

the safety violations independently warranted termination.
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Michael Robins sued his former employer, Elite Line Services, alleging race discrimination and retaliation under
Title VII. After discovery, the defendant moved for summary judgment. The district court granted the motion,

concluding that no reasonable jury could find for Robins on either claim.
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