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SUMMARY

In this employment-discrimination action, Keith Coleman, an African American locomotive engineer,
alleged that Soo Line Railroad terminated him because of his race, retaliated against protected activity,
discriminated based on age and disability, and failed to provide a reasonable accommodation. The
United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois granted the railroad’s motion for
summary judgment, including on the race-discrimination claims and the unopposed age-discrimination
claim. The opinion analyzes the McDonnell Douglas framework, the holistic approach required by
Ortiz v. Werner Enterprises, and the elements of Title VII retaliation.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on Plaintiff's race
discrimination, retaliation, age discrimination, and disability
discrimination/reasonable accommodation claims. The court granted
the motion in full and directed entry of judgment for Defendant.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
The court viewed facts and reasonable inferences in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, while requiring the nonmoving
party to identify evidence supporting a triable issue.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Coleman produced sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute that CP terminated him
because of his race.

2. Whether Coleman produced evidence that his protected activity was a but-for cause of his adverse
employment actions, including whether his email to CP's CEO constituted protected activity.

3. Whether CP failed to reasonably accommodate Coleman's sleep apnea, diabetes, or high blood pressure
by failing to ensure that he could access his CPAP machine or avoid an overnight route.

4. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Coleman's unopposed age discrimination
claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Coleman failed to establish a prima facie case of race discrimination because he did not produce
evidence that he was meeting CP's legitimate expectations or identify a similarly situated employee who
received more favorable treatment. Independently, considering the evidence holistically under Ortiz, the
record did not permit a reasonable factfinder to conclude that race caused either termination.

2. Coleman failed to establish retaliation because he offered no evidence that any protected activity was a
but-for cause of his adverse employment actions. His email to CP's CEO was not protected activity
because it did not complain of discrimination connected to a protected class or provide facts supporting
such an inference.

3. Coleman failed to establish that CP violated the ADA's reasonable-accommodation requirement because
his accommodation request did not request access to a CPAP machine or accommodation from overnight
routes, and he presented no evidence that CP knew he needed those accommodations.

4. Summary judgment was granted on the age discrimination claim because Coleman did not oppose
Defendant's motion.

5. Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on all claims because the record lacked evidence from
which a reasonable jury could find for Coleman.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The question on summary judgment remains, “has the non-moving party produced sufficient evidence to
support a jury verdict of intentional discrimination?””

“Summary judgment is proper where there is “no dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law.””

“The Court thus grants Defendant’s motion for summary judgment [69] and directs the Clerk to enter
judgment in favor of Defendant and against Plaintiff on all claims.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coleman, an African American locomotive engineer, accumulated disciplinary demerits and suspensions before
CP terminated him in October 2019 following a break-in-two train incident and alleged operating violations. A
public law board later reinstated him without backpay on a last-chance basis, finding that CP acted unreasonably,
arbitrarily, and capriciously in terminating him despite sufficient evidence of an operating violation. After
returning to work, Coleman disclosed sleep apnea, diabetes, and high blood pressure and submitted an
accommodation request concerning doctor visits, but the request did not mention CPAP access or overnight
stays. CP terminated him again in July 2021 after an audit appeared to show him sleeping while on duty.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Coleman filed suit on January 3, 2022, alleging race and disability discrimination and retaliation after CP
terminated him in 2019, reinstated him on a last-chance basis in 2021, and terminated him again. The EEOC
issued a notice of right to sue on October 8, 2021. CP moved for summary judgment on all claims, and Coleman
did not oppose summary judgment on his age discrimination claim.
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