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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois denies defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in Bailey Conroy’s employment-related action. The court finds genuine disputes of
material fact concerning whether remote work was a reasonable accommodation under the ADA,
whether the stated performance complaints were pretextual, and whether Conroy’s reports to law
enforcement were motivating factors in her termination in violation of the First Amendment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment on all four remaining
claims. The court denied the motion and referred the matter for a
settlement conference.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court must view the evidence and
draw justifiable inferences in favor of the nonmovant, and a dispute
precludes summary judgment only if it concerns a fact material under
the governing law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order with no published reporter citation or
precedential designation in the supplied metadata.



TOPICS

summary judgment reasonable accommodation ada / disability retaliation section 1983

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure employment law civil rights disability discrimination constitutional law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Conroy's ADA disability-discrimination
claim based on her status as a qualified individual and the reasonableness of her requested remote-work
accommodation.

2. Whether Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Conroy's ADA-retaliation claim because no
reasonable jury could find a causal connection or pretext between her accommodation request and
termination.

3. Whether Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Conroy's First Amendment retaliation claim
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 because the evidence did not create a triable issue that her police reports were a
motivating factor in her termination.

4. Whether Randall Vincent could be held personally liable under § 1983 based on his alleged participation
in denying the accommodation, soliciting complaints, compiling them, and recommending termination.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was denied because Cornell's answer judicially admitted that Conroy was a qualified
individual with a disability, and Conroy independently presented evidence creating a genuine factual
dispute on that issue.

2. Summary judgment was denied because the evidence created a genuine dispute of material fact as to
whether Conroy could temporarily work remotely while performing the essential functions of her
position.

3. Summary judgment was denied because the close temporal proximity between Conroy's accommodation
request and the solicitation of staff complaints, together with evidence that no prior complaints or
performance issues had been documented, created a triable issue as to whether the stated complaints
were pretextual.

4. Summary judgment was denied because the evidence created a genuine dispute as to whether Conroy's
police reports were at least a motivating factor in the decision to terminate her.

5. Summary judgment was denied because the record and allegations created a triable issue concerning
Vincent's personal participation in the alleged First Amendment retaliation.

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.””



“The Court makes no finding that the Defendants terminated the Plaintiff because of her accommodation
request. But only four days of separation between the request and the complaint forum, combined with the fact
that no complaints against the Plaintiff had been recorded prior to her accommodation request, heavily
intertwines the Plaintiff’s accommodation request with the Defendants’ proffered, non-discriminatory reason
for termination.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bailey Conroy worked as an at-will bookkeeper and administrative assistant for Cornell beginning in July 2021.
She reported suspected fraud by a former bookkeeper and later reported an allegedly aggressive parent who had
breached school security. After receiving a doctor's note identifying depression, panic disorder, and ADHD,
Conroy requested to work remotely until security problems were resolved; Vincent denied the request. Cornell
subsequently solicited staff complaints, held a termination hearing, and terminated Conroy, leading to ADA and
First Amendment claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff Bailey Conroy filed suit after Cornell Community Consolidated School District No. 426 and Randall
Vincent terminated her employment. The operative complaint contained claims for ADA disability
discrimination, ADA retaliation, First Amendment retaliation and wrongful termination under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
and indemnification. After the parties completed briefing on Defendants' motion for summary judgment, the
district court denied the motion because genuine disputes of material fact remained.
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