




beliefs and practices, the EEOC has explained, 
 

[t]hese protections apply whether the religious beliefs or practices in question are 
mainstream or non-traditional, and even if not recognized by any organized religion. . . 
. Religion includes not only traditional, organized religions such as Christianity, 
Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Sikhism, and Buddhism, but also religious beliefs that are 
new, uncommon, not part of a formal church or sect, only subscribed to by a small 
number of people, or that seem illogical or unreasonable to others.3 
 

Title VII encompasses a wide variety of religiously motivated observances and practices. Some 
examples include “attending worship services, praying, wearing religious garb or symbols, displaying 
religious objects, adhering to certain dietary rules, proselytizing or other forms of religious expression, 
or refraining from certain activities. Whether a practice is religious depends on the employee’s 
motivation.”4 The purpose of Title VII is to ensure a workplace free of discrimination. Ricci v. 
DeStefano, 557 U.S. 557 (2009). An employer cannot engage in disparate treatment of employees 
practicing faith in a non-disruptive manner that does not hinder their job duties. See Altman v. Minn. 
Dep’t of Corr., 251 F.3d 1199, 1203 (8th Cir. 2001) (focusing on the fact that employees were 
disciplined for Bible reading but employees who engaged in nonreligious personal activity at the same 
time were not). Intentional discrimination, such as instruction to remove religious material from public 
view, is considered direct evidence of religious discrimination. Dixon v. Hallmark Cos., 627 F.3d 849, 
855 (11th Cir. 2010) (finding instruction to remove a cross from the wall because the employee was 
“too religious” was blatant evidence of discrimination).  

 
 was instructed to remove religious symbols from his person and his office when no 

Timken policy exists prohibiting employees from wearing personal jewelry or keeping personal items 
on their desks in the office. Timken’s assertions that  was being “non-inclusive” or creating a 
“clique” because of the wearing of a cross necklace or the presence of a Bible on his desk is blatant 
evidence of discrimination as it was in Dixon. See id. Rather than creating a “neutral” workplace, 
Timken has created a hostile workplace for  and anyone else espousing religious beliefs. The 
interrogation of  regarding his religious faith and Timken “guidance” that a good Christian, is 
one who hides his faith “in [his] heart” rather than freely exercise it is further evidence of discrimination.  
 

Conclusion 
 
 In light of the clear violation of federal law and our client’s rights, we demand written 
assurances on or before September 9, 2025, that  will be permitted to keep his Bible open on 
his desk and wear his cross necklace. We further ask that you provide written assurances that he will 
not be retaliated against and/or treated negatively for the exercise of these protected rights in in any 
future employment decisions or considerations. Should you wish to discuss this matter further or have 
any other questions in this regard, please feel free to contact me directly at  or by email at 

  
  
 

 
3 EEOC Compliance Manual, https://www.eeoc.gov/policy/docs/religion.html (hereafter “EEOC Compliance 
Manual”). 
4 EEOC Q&A’s.  






