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SUMMARY

This memorandum opinion and order addresses Raytheon Company’s motion for summary judgment
in Fred L. McDowell’s action under the Kentucky Civil Rights Act. McDowell alleges age
discrimination and retaliation arising from his reassignment from the ELX line, subsequent workplace
treatment, and a performance review. The opinion analyzes direct and circumstantial evidence, the
McDonnell Douglas framework, the prima facie case, Raytheon’s asserted nondiscriminatory reason,
and pretext; the provided text ends before the court’s final disposition.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Western District of Kentucky,
Louisville Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Greg N. Stivers

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Western District of Kentucky,
Louisville Division

DECIDED December 11, 2025

DOCKET 3:23-CV-00599-GNS-RSE

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Raytheon moved for summary judgment on McDowell's Kentucky
Civil Rights Act age-discrimination and retaliation claims after
removal from Kentucky state court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute exists as to any material fact and that the movant is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The court views the evidence
in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the nonmoving
party must identify admissible evidence creating a genuine dispute for
trial.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive value
only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether McDowell presented sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute of material fact on his
Kentucky Civil Rights Act age-discrimination claim.

2. Whether McDowell presented sufficient evidence that he suffered a materially adverse employment
action in retaliation for reporting alleged age discrimination to human resources and the EEOC.

HOLDINGS

1. McDowell presented sufficient evidence for a reasonable jury to find a prima facie case of age
discrimination and to find Raytheon's stated reasons for reassigning him pretextual; summary judgment
was therefore denied on the age-discrimination claim.

2. McDowell failed to present evidence that he suffered a materially adverse employment action because of
his complaints to human resources or the EEOC, so he could not establish a prima facie retaliation claim
and Raytheon was entitled to summary judgment on that claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate when “the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (at 4)

“The Court will not consider this evidence at this stage of the McDonnell Douglas framework: [A] court may
not consider the employer’s alleged nondiscriminatory reason for taking an adverse employment action when
analyzing the prima facie case.” (at 12)

“Because Raytheon and its management have offered changing explanations why McDowell was moved, a
reasonable jury could determine that the proffered reasons are pretext.” (at 17)

“Because McDowell cannot establish that he suffered an adverse employment action as a result of his reports,
he cannot make out a prima facie case of retaliation and his claim fails.” (at 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

McDowell, an employee over forty, worked for Raytheon as an Ordnance Equipment Mechanic and was
assigned to the prestigious ELX line. During a February 2023 meeting concerning staffing, supervisor Joe
Justice stated that Raytheon would place "young" or "fresh, new, young" mechanics on the line; McDowell
complained to human resources and was later reassigned to the Gun and Ammo line, where he continued training



younger workers. McDowell filed an EEOC charge alleging race and age discrimination and later retaliation
based on a performance review. He ultimately stopped working after injuries and was terminated under the
collective bargaining agreement, but the claims at issue concerned his reassignment and alleged retaliation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

McDowell sued Raytheon in Jefferson Circuit Court, Kentucky, alleging age discrimination and retaliation under
the Kentucky Civil Rights Act. Raytheon removed the action to the Western District of Kentucky, and after
discovery moved for summary judgment. The court granted summary judgment on the retaliation claim but
denied it on the age-discrimination claim.
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