UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

James E. Ritter v. Schindler Elevator Corp., et al.

Ritter v. Schindler Elevator Corp., No. 1:23-cv-00498 (N.D. Ohio Apr. 24, 2026) - No. 1:23-cv-00498 - Decided

April 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio grants Schindler Elevator

Corporation's motion for summary judgment in James E. Ritter's claims under the Age Discrimination

in Employment Act, the Ohio Fair Employment Practices Act, and related retaliation provisions. The

court concludes that Ritter failed to present sufficient direct or circumstantial evidence that age or

protected activity was the but-for cause of the company's hiring decisions or his termination in a

reduction in force.
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Defendant moved for summary judgment on plaintiff's claims under
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, the Ohio Fair
Employment Practices Act, and related retaliation provisions. The

district court granted the motion and dismissed the case.

Summary judgment is appropriate 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 the nonmoving party

must identify specific facts showing a genuine issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ritter presented direct or circumstantial evidence sufficient to create a genuine issue of fact on
his ADEA and Ohio age-discrimination claims concerning the denial of Territory Vice-President

positions.

2. Whether Ritter established a prima facie age-discrimination case concerning the elimination of his

position in a reduction in force.

3. Whether Schindler's stated reasons for not selecting Ritter for Territory Vice-President positions and

eliminating his position were pretextual.

4. Whether Ritter engaged in protected activity under the ADEA or Ohio law by responding to retirement-
related questions and stating that he was disheartened not to fit into the company's next generation of

leaders.

5. Whether Ritter established the required but-for causal connection between any protected activity and an

adverse employment action.

HOLDINGS

1. Ritter's evidence that a supervisor asked about his retirement plans and that Ritter referred to not fitting
into the company's next generation of leaders did not constitute direct evidence of age discrimination

because the statements were ambiguous, isolated, or required an inference of age-based animus.

2. Ritter established a prima facie case for his claims concerning several Territory Vice-President positions,

but he failed to show that Schindler's legitimate, nondiscriminatory explanations were pretextual.

3. Ritter failed to establish a prima facie case or otherwise create a triable issue that the reduction in force

was motivated by age discrimination.

4. Ritter's retirement-related responses and statement that he was disheartened not to fit into the next
generation of leaders were not protected opposition to age discrimination, and he failed in any event to

establish but-for causation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This was known to him and conveyed to him in September 2021, when he was told he would not be
considered for another TVP position and counseled on other career opportunities within the company.”

(Conclusion)



“And that answer—based on the law and facts construed most favorably for him—is, No.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Schindler employed Ritter for approximately twenty-three years, including in several management positions and
as a floating Territory Vice-President. After a business-transformation project known as Optimus failed,
company leaders told Ritter that his reputation had suffered and that he would not be considered for another
permanent Territory Vice-President position. Schindler later eliminated Ritter's floating Territory Vice-President
position in an October 2022 reduction in force. Ritter claimed that younger employees were selected for

positions he sought, that his termination was because of his age, and that Schindler retaliated against him after he

complained about not fitting into the company's "next generation" of leadership.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ritter's employment was terminated in a reduction in force on October 15, 2022. He filed discrimination charges
and then brought this federal action against Schindler Elevator Corporation. After discovery and briefing, the
court considered Schindler's motion for summary judgment and concluded that Ritter had not shown a genuine

dispute of material fact on his age-discrimination or retaliation claims.
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