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SUMMARY

In this Report and Recommendation, the magistrate judge recommends granting Givaudan Flavors
Corporation’s motion for summary judgment in Henry George Taffe’s action alleging race
discrimination and retaliation under 42 U.S.C. § 1981. The recommendation concludes that Taffe
failed to establish a genuine issue of material fact and recommends denying the defendant’s spoliation-
sanctions motion as moot.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio, Western
Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Stephanie K. Bowman, United States Chief Magistrate Judge

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio, Western
Division

DECIDED December 10, 2025

DOCKET 1:23-cv-700

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on Plaintiff's claims for race
discrimination and retaliation under 42 U.S.C. § 1981 and separately
moved for sanctions for spoliation. The motion for summary judgment
was referred to the magistrate judge for a report and recommendation.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when the record shows no genuine
dispute of material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The evidence and reasonable inferences are viewed in
favor of the nonmovant, but the nonmovant must present significant
probative evidence and specific facts showing a genuine issue for trial.
Claims under § 1981 were analyzed under the applicable Title VII and
McDonnell Douglas frameworks, with but-for causation required.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Givaudan was entitled to summary judgment on Taffe's § 1981 race-discrimination claim.

2. Whether Givaudan was entitled to summary judgment on Taffe's § 1981 retaliation claim based on
discontinuing estimated overtime payments during continued leave and terminating his employment.

3. Whether Givaudan's motion for spoliation sanctions should be denied as moot after the recommended
grant of summary judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment should be granted to Givaudan on Taffe's race-discrimination claim because he
abandoned the claim in response to the motion and, independently, failed to present sufficient direct or
indirect evidence that race was the but-for cause of any adverse employment action.

2. Summary judgment should be granted to Givaudan on Taffe's retaliation claim because Taffe could not
establish that his protected activity was the but-for cause of the discontinuation of estimated overtime
payments or his termination, and he could not show that Givaudan's stated reasons were pretextual.

3. The motion for sanctions for alleged spoliation should be denied as moot because summary judgment
should be granted to Givaudan.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff must instead prove that the fact that he made informal complaints (as opposed to the manner in
which he proceeded) was the “but-for” cause of the reduction in his administrative leave pay and ultimate
termination” (Analysis § III.B)

“IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT Defendant’s motion for summary judgment (Doc. 29) be GRANTED, that
Defendant’s motion for sanctions (Doc. 30) be DENIED AS MOOT, and that Plaintiff’s claims be dismissed
with judgment to be entered in Defendant’s favor.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Henry George Taffe, a Black maintenance mechanic, worked for Givaudan beginning in August 2021. In March
2022, he complained that a white coworker had used a racial slur and alleged disparate treatment concerning an
attendance warning and a potential lead position; he then requested not to return to work while Givaudan
investigated, remaining on paid leave. Givaudan conducted multiple investigations and repeatedly sought to
return Taffe to work, but Taffe disputed the findings and engaged in contentious, disruptive meetings with



company representatives. Givaudan ultimately terminated him for repeatedly refusing to engage in a respectful
two-way discussion about returning to his mechanic position.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Taffe sued Givaudan alleging race discrimination and retaliation under 42 U.S.C. § 1981 after Givaudan
terminated his employment following an extended period of paid administrative leave and disputes concerning
his return to work. The magistrate judge recommended granting summary judgment to Givaudan on both claims
and denying the spoliation-sanctions motion as moot, with judgment entered for Defendant, subject to objections
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(b).
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