UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

Nielsen v. Seven Seventeen Credit Union, Inc. et al.

Nielsen - No. 4:24-CV-00579 - Decided February 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio grants defendants’ motions for

summary judgment in Mandy Nielsen’s employment-discrimination and sexual-harassment action

against Seven Seventeen Credit Union and Angelo Locastro. The court concludes that the federal and

Ohio sex-discrimination claims lack evidence of an adverse employment action because of sex, that

the quid pro quo harassment claim was inadequately pleaded and unsupported, and that the hostile-

work-environment claim was abandoned. The court also considers the effect of discovery sanctions

excluding certain evidence.
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Defendants moved for summary judgment under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 56 on Plaintiff's remaining federal and Ohio sex-

discrimination and sexual-harassment claims.

Summary judgment is appropriate when the pleadings, discovery, and
disclosed materials show no genuine dispute of material fact and the
moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The evidence
is viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, which
must identify specific admissible evidence supporting a genuine

factual dispute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Nielsen presented a genuine dispute of material fact supporting a Title VII sex-discrimination

claim based on a materially adverse employment action because of sex.
2. Whether Nielsen sufficiently pleaded and supported a quid pro quo sexual-harassment claim.

3. Whether Nielsen abandoned her adequately pleaded hostile-work-environment claim by failing to

address it in opposition to summary judgment.
4. Whether Nielsen's Ohio sex-discrimination claim failed for the same reasons as her Title VII claim.

5. Whether Locastro was entitled to judgment because the remaining claims were asserted against the

credit union rather than against him.

HOLDINGS

1. Nielsen failed to show that her termination or any other tangible employment action was caused by her
sex or by Locastro's alleged harassment, and she identified no similarly situated nonprotected employee
treated more favorably. Summary judgment was therefore proper on the federal sex-discrimination
claim.

2. Nielsen did not sufficiently plead a quid pro quo harassment claim and could not raise the claim for the
first time in opposition to summary judgment. In any event, the record did not establish a genuine factual
dispute that the alleged conduct was unwelcome or conditioned employment benefits on submission to
sexual demands.

3. Nielsen abandoned her hostile-work-environment claim by failing to address it in response to the
summary-judgment motion. The claim therefore failed without a merits analysis; alternatively, the court

stated that the claim failed because the alleged conduct was not shown to be unwelcome.

4. The Ohio sex-discrimination claim failed for the same reasons as the Title VII sex-discrimination claim

because Ohio's sex-discrimination jurisprudence is analyzed analogously to Title VII.

5. Locastro was entitled to summary judgment because the remaining federal and state sex-discrimination

and hostile-work-environment claims were asserted against the credit union, not against him.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“a plaintiff is deemed to have abandoned a claim when a plaintiff fails to address it in response to a motion

for summary judgment.” (Section I11.B.2)

“An ipse dixit quid pro quo allegation is insufficient to constitute a legal cause of action under Twombly and
Igbal.” (Section 111.B.1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Nielsen and Angelo Locastro had a longstanding flirtatious relationship that included sexually explicit messages
and later worked together at Seven Seventeen Credit Union, where Locastro became Nielsen's supervisor. In
2022, an anonymous report led the credit union to audit Nielsen's work hours; the audit showed that she worked
fewer than the required forty hours during two weeks, and she was terminated for time theft. Nielsen later
asserted that Locastro had sexually harassed her, but the human-resources decisionmaker testified that he lacked

notice of those allegations and that Locastro played no role in the termination decision.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Nielsen filed suit in the Northern District of Ohio after exhausting administrative requirements. Several claims
were dismissed or voluntarily dismissed, discovery-related sanctions excluded specified evidence, and
Defendants moved for summary judgment. The court granted both motions and ordered that a separate entry of
judgment issue.
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