UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA

John Hebert v. Spring-Ford Area School District, et al.

No. 25-CV-7140 (E.D. Pa. Jan. 5, 2026) - No. 25-CV-7140 - Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania grants John Hebert leave to
proceed in forma pauperis in his pro se age-discrimination action. The court permits his ADEA failure-
to-hire claims concerning two Technology Support positions to proceed against Spring-Ford Area
School District, while dismissing the remaining claims, including claims against individual
defendants, for failure to state a claim. The court grants leave to amend and denies the motion for

appointment of counsel as premature.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a pro se employment discrimination complaint. Court

screened the complaint pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Plausibility standard for screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B),
applying Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1.

2.

3.

Whether plaintiff's failure-to-hire age discrimination claims against Spring-Ford Area School District are

plausible
Whether plaintiff's hostile work environment claim is plausible

Whether plaintiff's retaliation claim is plausible

4. Whether individual defendants can be held liable under the ADEA or PHRA

HOLDINGS

1.

Plaintiff has alleged sufficient facts to state a plausible failure-to-hire age discrimination claim based on
the Technology Support positions, as he alleged he was over forty, qualified, not hired, and significantly

younger individuals were hired.

. Plaintiff fails to state a plausible failure-to-hire claim for the Systems Administrator position because he

does not allege that a significantly younger individual was hired for that position.

. Plaintiff's hostile work environment claim is dismissed without prejudice because the allegations are

undeveloped and fail to show conduct that was severe or pervasive.

. Plaintiff's retaliation claim is dismissed without prejudice because his allegation that he 'verbally

objected and complained about the comments' without factual development fails to support the elements

of a retaliation claim.

. ADEA claims against individual defendants Catalano and Bernat are dismissed with prejudice because

the ADEA does not provide for individual liability.

. Plaintiff has not alleged any plausible PHRA claim against the individual defendants because he

provides no details about their roles at Spring-Ford or their involvement in the alleged discriminatory

conduct.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A general complaint about unfair treatment does not constitute protected activity; a plaintiff must show that

he complained specifically about unlawful discrimination.” (at 10)

“The Supreme Court has emphasized that conduct must be extreme to satisfy this standard, so simple teasing,

offhand comments, and isolated incidents (unless extremely serious) are inadequate.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

John Hebert, age 57, worked as a temporary technical support specialist for Spring-Ford Area School District

through a staffing agency. After his contract ended, he applied for several full-time technology support and

systems administrator positions. He was not hired and alleges that significantly younger individuals were hired

for the Technology Support positions. He also alleges that during his employment and in an exit interview,

supervisors made derogatory comments about his performance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff John Hebert filed a pro se employment discrimination complaint and moved to proceed in forma
pauperis. The Court granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis and screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B).

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Plaintiff may file an amended complaint to cure deficiencies in the hostile work environment, retaliation, and
PHRA individual liability claims, or may elect to proceed only on the ADEA failure-to-hire claims regarding the
Technology Support positions.
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