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Groff v. DeJdoy, 600 U.S. 447 (D23)

Groff USPSpostal worker held firmly held religious beliefs, wanting to be
off Sundays. USPS | Y 131 ldmlmarlly deliver ays but had
contracted with Amazon.

T —

USPSreallocated | rk to other m Sciplined Groff.
Groff later resigned and filed suit, allegi S No undue hardship to
USPSin granting his request. USPScountered that Groff worked in a small
branch and allowing one employee to be exempt from the Sunday wolk
requirement placed aburden on other employees.



Groff v. DeJoy (cont.)

ATrial court awarded summary
judgment to USPS The 3rd Circuit
affirmed, citing Trans World Airlines,
Inc. v. Hardison (requiring an
employer sba Mear more than a de
minimis © Yt wHprovide a religious
accommodation /bRt an undue

* Ag¢ircuit found that allowing Groff
. S.to be off Sundays /bR U G Y onlhis
- coworkers, disrupted the
workplace and workflow, and
diminished employee morale



Groff v DeJoy(cont.)

UHeld e Ul @&dJl | t i6 &€ that s ™
would result N Jbt 2 H -
Increased costs In relation to the
conduct of its [the EU GG Y! W
particular business 3;\;;;.

Usb[ c-$perific R U hue Rdr 'eaﬁh‘
case. ‘ “ﬁ;

U Employer must do more than m/ . AU o e
determine  whether proposed s Ry o -
accommodation Is an undue
hardship ; must also consider other - S
alternatives s
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I\/Iuldrowv City of St Louis, Missoun601 U.S.
144 S.Ct 967 (2024)




Muldrow . City of St. Louigcont.)

June 2017, St. Louis PD
transferred Sgt Muldrow from

- Intelligence division to the Fifth
- District.

2 Intelligence division has standard
bankers hours, plainclothes,

access to an unmarked FBI car &

up to $17,500 annual FBI paid
P e overtime.

Fifth District requires supervising

patrol officers, a uniform, rotating

schedule including weekends and
no FBIl-paid OT or car access ..




Muldrow v. City of St. Louigcont.)

The City of St. Louis argued that
Muldrow had to show significant

material harm to prove employment N ( |
discrimination, as measured from "

the view of an objectively , f
reasonable person.

However, Muldrow claimed no

showing of tangible harm was sy 'k
necessary, as a showing of P e
disparate treatment based on a P s
protected characteristic produces Y TN
actionable harm. Dt P = o s N N
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Hamilton v. Dallas Cnty79 F.4th 494 (5th Cir. Aug. 18,
2023). Rehearing, En banc.

u Title VII, gender. Dismissed on the
pleadings 12(b)(6) because they
did not plead an adverse
employment action.

U 9 female detention officers. Only
male officers received full
weekends off; women were only

allowed one weekday and one
weekendday or two weekdaysoff.

U Trial Court: May have made their
lives worse but it I R T rdd tajthe
level of an sbe U q R &dveosé
action



https://www.ca5.uscourts.gov/opinions/pub/21/21-10133-CV2.pdf




HELD: Adverse
employment action no
longer requwed to be an
b2 ch]Ruc a |J WiJ

| JARt RY U

Hamilton v. Dallas Cnty.,
79 E4th 494 (5th Cir. Aug.
18, 2023). Rehearing,En

banc.
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En Banc: NOVELI
98 O9EAN
WHAT DOES THI
STATUTE
ACTUALLY SAY"

Title VII: unlawful for
JOGOY! Il WobayY W
hire or to discharge any
iIndividual, or otherwise to
discriminate against any
iIndividual with respect to

his [or her] compensation,
terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment,
because of such individual's
race, color, rellglon sex, or
UcqRYUc¢cGWYI RN



Harrison v. Brookhaven Sch. Dist., 82 F.4th 427
(5th Cir. 2023)

e
Harrison sued under Title VII and Section 1981, alleging race and sex

“discrimination when Employer ISD reneged on its promise to pay for ===
her attending a training program.
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Harrison v. Brookhaven Sch. Dist. (cont.)

C 5% Circuit held that even
post-Hamilton, an
adverse employment
action Is necessary for a

dlsparate treatment case. =« :‘.'.,xx o ol ST TN

C Title VIl does not prohibit
immaterial or de minimus
differences, i.e., trifles.




Harrison v. Brookhaven Sch. Dist. (cont.)

APlaintiff claiming discrimination must
show adversity & non de minimus
Injury (i.e., materiality) :

Aadversity: Denial of an at-issue”™
benefit must be a /G| R 2 &hd/dd &
pH 1IJ U Kondred by Title VL.

AViateriality : Meaningful difference in
employment which Injures the r
plaintiff . Satisfied here, as training =
cost was $2,500. el

Marrison established both, so 50
Circuit reversedand remanded. e
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Wallace v. Performance Contractors, Inc.,
57 F.4th 209 (5th Cir. 2023)

- 05" Circuit reversed

harassment & reta
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lation: lost on

, finding direct

/ evidencefori ¢ U U csekldigctimination
claim: her failure to be trained to work /b¢C

IJ 0 1J 2 ¢ sjriker hkew supervisor stated
that she could not work at elevation
because wt dad t**** and an a** and
that /b'n 13 U &tayldr the ground.ss
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adverse action that can be the basis for a discrimination
claim.




