
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ATLANTA DIVISION 
 

 
QUANIAH R. STEVENSON, 
 
        Plaintiff, 
 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

 

v. : CIVIL ACTION NO: 
 :  

DELTA AIR LINES, INC.,  
 
       Defendant.  
 

: 
: 
: 
: 

                16-cv-2571-AT 
 

ORDER 

 Presently before the Court is the Magistrate Judge’s Report and 

Recommendation (“R&R”) [Doc. 102]. The R&R recommends that the Court grant 

Defendant Delta’s Motion for Summary Judgment [Doc. 88] in full. Plaintiff has 

filed objections to the R&R. [Doc. 104].   

 After conducting a careful and complete review of a magistrate judge’s 

findings and recommendations, a district judge may accept, reject, or modify a 

magistrate judge’s report and recommendation. 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C); 

Williams v. Wainwright, 681 F.2d 732, 732 (11th Cir. 1982).  Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§ 636(b)(1), the Court reviews any portion of the R&R that is the subject of a proper 

objection on a de novo basis and any non-objected portion for plain error. 28 

U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C); Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140, 154 (1985).  The district judge 

must “give fresh consideration to those issues to which specific objection has been 

made by a party.”  Jeffrey S. v. State Bd. Of Educ. Of Ga., 896 F.2d 507, 512 (11th 
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Cir. 1990). In review, the Court applies the standards for grant of summary 

judgment under Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure set forth in 

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 248 (1986) and its progeny.1     

 Plaintiff objects to the totality of the R&R. Plaintiff argues that the 

Magistrate Judge erroneously found that Plaintiff’s response brief failed to comply 

with the Local Rules and also ignored alleged disputed facts. Plaintiff also objects 

to the Magistrate Judge’s legal analyses and conclusions that Plaintiff failed to 

present comparator evidence, that Delta offered legitimate nondiscriminatory 

reasons for firing Plaintiff, and that Plaintiff failed to point to any evidence that 

Delta’s reasons for terminating her were pretextual.  

 The Court has conducted a full de novo review of the record and concurs 

with the R&R’s findings. The Court agrees with the Magistrate Judge’s initial 

finding that Plaintiff failed to comply with the Local Rules in responding to Delta’s 

summary judgment motion and statement of material facts. Even after noting this 

procedural failure, the Magistrate Judge substantively assessed Plaintiff’s claims 

in light of the governing authority and properly determined that Plaintiff failed to 

cite to evidence sufficient to create an issue of material fact that makes a difference 

in the legal analysis of her claims. The Court has similarly reviewed the record, 

 
1 The district court should resolve all reasonable doubts about the facts in favor of the non-movant 
and draw all justifiable inferences in [her] favor.”  United States v. Four Parcels of Real Prop. in 
Greene & Tuscaloosa Cntys. in State of Ala., 941 F.2d 1428, 1437 (11th Cir. 1991) (en banc) 
(citations and punctuation omitted).  The Court may not weigh conflicting evidence or make 
credibility determinations.  Hairston v. Gainesville Sun Publ’g Co., 9 F.3d 913, 919 (11th Cir. 
1993), reh’g denied, 16 F.3d 1233 (11th Cir. 1994) (en banc). 
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including Plaintiff’s response brief and objections, and agrees with the R&R’s 

conclusions that Plaintiff has not established a prima facie case as to any of her 

claims, much less rebutted the legitimate nondiscriminatory reasons provided by 

Delta for either the broad investigation of employees’ travel benefits or for 

Plaintiff’s termination.  It is not the Court’s role to second-guess Delta’s policy or 

the rationales behind it.  Elrod v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 939 F.2d 1466, 1470 (11th 

Cir. 1991) (noting that federal courts “do not sit as a super personnel department 

that reexamines an entity’s business decisions.”)2  

 Accordingly, the Court OVERRULES Defendant’s Objections [Doc. 104], 

ADOPTS the Magistrate Judge’s R&R [Doc. 102], and GRANTS Defendant’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment [Doc. 88] as to all counts. The Clerk is 

DIRECTED to enter judgment for Delta and further DIRECTED to close the 

case.  

IT IS SO ORDERED this 29th day of September, 2021.    

 

__________________________________ 

      Amy Totenberg      
             United States District Judge   

 
2 In her objections, Plaintiff argues, for the first time, that she can prove her claims through the 
convincing mosaic analysis. (Obj. at 14-15.) Plaintiff did not make this argument in her response 
to Defendant’s summary judgment motion. “[A] district court has discretion to decline to consider 
a party’s argument when that argument was not first presented to the magistrate judge.” Williams 
v. McNeil, 557 F.3d 1287, 1291-92 (11th Cir. 2009) (explaining that requiring district courts to 
consider new arguments raised in objections would “eliminate efficiencies gained through the 
Magistrates Act and would unfairly benefit litigants who could change their tactics after issuance 
of the magistrate judge’s report and recommendation”). Here, the Court declines to consider 
Plaintiff’s new argument. Further, even if it were to consider it, Plaintiff has not articulated what 
evidence she relies on or demonstrated how any such evidence would support her claims under 
the convincing mosaic theory.  
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