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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas grants CEVA Logistics U.S., Inc.
and CEVA Ground, U.S., LP’s motion for summary judgment in Stanford Degraffenreaid’s action
alleging disability discrimination, failure to accommodate, and retaliation under the ADA and
TCHRA. The court concludes that, although a fact issue existed regarding whether Degraffenreaid’s
chronic kidney disease constituted a disability, he failed to show that CEVA’s stated reason for
terminating him—unexcused absences and failure to provide supporting medical documentation—was
pretextual.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment on the plaintiff's ADA and
TCHRA disability-discrimination, failure-to-accommodate, and
retaliation claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when the movant shows that there is no
genuine dispute as to any material fact and that it is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court views reasonable inferences in
the light most favorable to the nonmovant, but the nonmovant must
identify specific evidence showing a genuine dispute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Degraffenreaid presented sufficient evidence to avoid summary judgment on his ADA and
TCHRA disability-discrimination claim.

2. Whether CEVA's stated reason for terminating Degraffenreaid—eighteen days of absence without
supporting medical documentation—was pretext for disability discrimination.

3. Whether Degraffenreaid presented sufficient evidence to avoid summary judgment on his ADA and
TCHRA retaliation claim.

4. Whether requesting FMLA leave or short-term disability benefits constituted a request for reasonable
accommodation under the ADA.

5. Whether CEVA failed to reasonably accommodate Degraffenreaid by refusing additional time to obtain
medical documentation and attend a specialist appointment.

HOLDINGS

1. Degraffenreaid raised a fact issue as to whether his chronic kidney disease substantially limited one or
more major life activities and therefore constituted a disability under the ADA and TCHRA.

2. Summary judgment was proper because, although Degraffenreaid raised a fact issue regarding disability,
he failed to present sufficient evidence that CEVA's legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for terminating
him was pretext for disability discrimination.

3. Summary judgment was proper on Degraffenreaid's ADA and TCHRA retaliation claim because he
failed to show that CEVA's stated reason for terminating him was pretext for retaliation or that the
termination would not have occurred but for protected activity.

4. A request for FMLA leave is not a request for reasonable accommodation under the ADA.

5. Even assuming the request for short-term disability benefits constituted a valid ADA accommodation
request, Degraffenreaid failed to show that CEVA's conduct caused a breakdown in the good-faith
interactive process or otherwise violated the ADA.

6. Degraffenreaid failed to show that he requested, or that CEVA denied, a reasonable accommodation
consisting of additional leave through his August 31, 2020 specialist appointment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, Plaintiff has a raised a fact issue as to whether his chronic kidney disease “substantially limit[ed] one
or more of [his] major life activities,” and consequently, as to whether he has a disability under the
ADA/TCHRA.” (at 9)



“Plaintiff did not show up for work for eighteen days and, when asked to either provide medical
documentation to support such absence or return to work, Plaintiff failed to do either.” (at 12)

“An employer will not be found to have violated the ADA “when responsibility for the breakdown of the
‘informal, interactive process’ is traceable to the employee and not the employer.”” (at 19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Degraffenreaid worked for CEVA from 2010 until his termination in August 2020, ultimately serving as a Fleet
Operations Manager who worked onsite and supervised employees. He had chronic kidney disease, and in July
2020 his GFR fell below 10; he then stopped reporting to work because he believed his condition placed him at
heightened risk from COVID-19. His requests for FMLA leave and short-term disability benefits were denied,
and CEVA requested medical documentation supporting his continued absence or his return to work. After
Degraffenreaid supplied a physician's note stating only that he faced a higher-than-average risk of COVID-19
complications, CEVA terminated him for failing to report to work and failing to provide the requested supporting
information.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Degraffenreaid filed his original complaint on November 8, 2023, asserting disability or perceived-disability
discrimination, failure to reasonably accommodate, and retaliation under the ADA and the TCHRA/Texas Labor
Code. Defendants moved for summary judgment on all claims. The court granted the motion in its entirety and
dismissed all claims with prejudice; a final judgment was to be entered separately.
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