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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana grants Zimmer, Inc.’s motion for
summary judgment in Starlite Jones’s Title VII action. Jones alleged race discrimination in her
termination, a race-based hostile work environment, and retaliation. The court concludes that she
failed to establish pretext, employer negligence in addressing alleged coworker harassment, or other
evidence sufficient to support her claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought Title VII claims for race discrimination in
termination, race-based hostile work environment, and retaliation.
Defendant moved for summary judgment, which the court granted on
all claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute of material fact exists and that it is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court viewed the facts and reasonable
inferences in the light most favorable to Jones, but did not weigh
evidence, resolve credibility disputes, or draw inferences based only
on speculation or conjecture.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; persuasive rather than binding
outside the case
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Jones presented sufficient evidence for a reasonable factfinder to conclude that Zimmer
terminated her because of her race.

2. Whether Zimmer was liable for a race-based hostile work environment allegedly created by Jones's
coworker.

3. Whether Jones presented sufficient evidence of a causal connection between her report of racially
derogatory text messages and her termination to support a Title VII retaliation claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was proper on Jones's termination-discrimination claim because, although Jones
identified a potentially comparable white coworker, the record did not permit a reasonable jury to find
that Zimmer's stated workplace-conduct rationale was a pretext for racial discrimination or that race
caused the termination.

2. Summary judgment was proper on the hostile-work-environment claim because Jones did not establish,
and did not meaningfully contest, employer liability, and the undisputed record showed that Zimmer
reasonably investigated and responded to her complaints.

3. Summary judgment was proper on Jones's retaliation claim because the evidence, consisting principally
of temporal proximity, did not permit a reasonable jury to find that her report of the racist text message
caused her termination.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Pretext means more than a mistake on the part of the employer; pretext means a lie, specifically a phony
reason for some action.” (Discussion A)

“A prompt investigation is the hallmark of a reasonable corrective action.” (Discussion B)

“Because no reasonable jury could find a causal connection between Ms. Jones’s report of the text message
and her termination, the court grants summary judgment for Zimmer on the retaliation claim.” (Discussion C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Zimmer hired Jones in August 2022 as a sales support operator, and she was the only Black employee in her
work area. During her employment, Jones reported conflicts and workplace incidents involving coworker Lena



Tabb, including disputes over shared workstations, a chair, a fan, allegedly missing tools, a racial comment, and
racially derogatory text messages from an unknown sender. After a March 2023 altercation involving Jones and
Tabb, Zimmer investigated, concluded that Jones had been the more aggressive participant and had violated its
workplace-conduct policy, and terminated her on March 14, 2023. Jones presented no evidence identifying the
sender of the text messages or showing that Zimmer's stated reason for terminating her was a pretext for racial
discrimination or retaliation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After her termination, Jones filed a charge with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and then filed
this action. Zimmer moved for summary judgment. The district court granted the motion, directed entry of
judgment for Zimmer, vacated the scheduled trial and final pretrial conference, and terminated the case.
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