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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon considers Multnomah County’s motion for
summary judgment in James Jackson, III’s pro se action alleging race, color, gender, and age
discrimination and retaliation under Title VII and the ADEA. The court analyzes the alleged adverse
employment actions, including assignment of a caseload, training issues, a performance improvement
plan, and constructive discharge, and concludes that the discrimination claims fail under the
McDonnell Douglas framework. The document states that the motion is granted and the case is
dismissed.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on plaintiff's Title VII and
ADEA discrimination and retaliation claims. The district court granted
the motion and dismissed the case with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court does not weigh evidence or determine credibility,
views reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmoving party, and
requires more than conclusory allegations or a mere scintilla of
evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Jackson presented sufficient evidence to survive summary judgment on his Title VII and ADEA
disparate-treatment claims.

2. Whether assigning Jackson a caseload was an adverse employment action and, if so, whether
Multnomah County's stated reason for the assignment was pretextual.

3. Whether the alleged denial of telework, requirement to keep his office door open, training deficiencies,
PIP, hostile work environment, or constructive discharge constituted actionable adverse employment
actions or constructive discharge.

4. Whether Jackson presented sufficient evidence of a causal connection between his protected complaints
and the PIP for his Title VII and ADEA retaliation claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Jackson's disparate-treatment claims fail because, although he established a prima facie case as to the
assignment of a caseload, he did not produce specific and substantial evidence that Multnomah County's
legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for the assignment was pretextual.

2. Jackson did not establish actionable adverse employment actions based on denial of telework, an open-
door requirement, lack of structured training, or placement on the PIP.

3. Jackson failed to establish constructive discharge or a hostile work environment because he presented no
evidence of intolerable, discriminatory working conditions or a continuous pattern of discriminatory
treatment.

4. Jackson's retaliation claims fail because he did not establish a causal connection between his protected
complaints and the PIP or any other adverse employment decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court “does not weigh the evidence or determine the truth of the matter, but only determines whether
there is a genuine issue for trial.”” (I)

“Constructive discharge occurs “when the working conditions deteriorate, as a result of discrimination, to
the point that they become sufficiently extraordinary and egregious to overcome the normal motivation of a
competent, diligent, and reasonable employee to remain on the job[.]”” (III.A)

“Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment (ECF 32) is granted and this case is dismissed with prejudice.”
(ORDER)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Jackson began working in November 2022 as a Sworn Community Justice Manager, a position requiring state
certification, completion of training, and a field training manual. He struggled to complete the manual despite
training efforts, complained to Human Resources and later filed a complaint alleging age- and race-based
targeting and bullying. After being presented with a Performance Improvement Plan, Jackson left work and
subsequently stated that he had resigned, although he later claimed constructive discharge. The record showed
that he was assigned a caseload, but did not show that the assignment was motivated by discrimination or that
the alleged training deficiencies, PIP, workplace conduct, or resignation constituted actionable discriminatory
adverse employment actions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, a former Multnomah County employee proceeding pro se, filed claims alleging race, color, gender, and
age discrimination and retaliation under Title VII and the ADEA. Multnomah County moved for summary
judgment. The court concluded that plaintiff established a prima facie case only as to the assignment of a
caseload, but failed to show pretext, and that his other discrimination and retaliation theories lacked the required
elements or evidentiary support.
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