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Theodore Simpson appeals the district court’s order granting summary
judgment to Computer Sciences Corporation (“CSC”). We have jurisdiction under
28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

Simpson brought claims under the Fair Employment and Housing Act
(“FEHA”) alleging that he was dismissed from his job as a computer technician
because he was diagnosed with prostate cancer. However, there is no dispute that
Simpson was laid off as part of a large-scale Reduction in Force (or “RIF”’) and
CSC provided evidence showing that Simpson was identified as a candidate to be
laid off well before his cancer diagnosis. CSC also provided evidence that
Simpson was selected for the RIF as a result of a series of poor performance
reviews, including evidence that, in some respects, Simpson was one of the worst-
rated and least productive technicians in his facility.

We therefore affirm the district court’s order granting summary judgment to
CSC. The district court properly concluded that Simpson could not show that CSC
dismissed him because of his cancer diagnosis and Simpson thus failed to establish
a prima facie case of discrimination. In addition, Simpson’s poor performance
reviews provided a legitimate, non-discriminatory basis for his dismissal which
Simpson failed to rebut with evidence of pretext. Finally, Simpson’s claims that

CSC failed to accommodate his disability and failed to engage in an interactive



process were also properly dismissed. Because CSC laid Simpson off for a
legitimate, non-discriminatory, and non-pretextual reason, it had no obligation to
accommodate Simpson’s condition or undertake an interactive process to identify a
potential accommodation. Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district
court.

The parties shall bear their own costs for this appeal.

AFFIRMED.



