espite Supreme Cour
employment law decision

4 In the wake of a. recent state Supreme Court em—
- Tployment law dec151on Workers now "ave to meet a
ghe :

de >’s1on in Los Angeles County, the hlgh'standard‘
have affected the j jury’s verdict —

ap upreme urt’s
had ogressed for a few

ubstantxal” factor. The underlymg case looked at
~ allegatlons of pregnancy discrimination from a bus
driver let go by the city of Santa Monica. The city
larmed it fired her because of accrdents and atten-
ance problems, not because of her pregnancy. Har-
v. City of Santa Monica, 181 Cal, App. 4th 1094.
It was a classic dual motive case,” said Paul W.
e Jr. of Paul Hastings LLP, who co- -argued for a
 of the court aligned with the city before the
 state Supreme Court in Harris.
' Attorneys had hoped the decision would clarify
uestions that arise in similar cases, such as what
egree of 'drscrtrnmatlon a jury must find to 'upport
dic The Supreme Court held that em
till ‘accountable for acting
'nds of motlve at nce , but rarsed the bar fe

 “The standard is shghtly harder, but 1t comes down
- to the credibility of the parties and the defendants’
~ claim as to why they fired the individual,” said Los
Angeles attorney Bruce Z. Kokozian, who repre-
ented Rodriguez along w1th Santa Momca lawyer‘
ameyR Shegerlan‘ -

- twns, the Jury r
el riminated against Ro- 1
he,reason it prov1ded for the firing

it Rodr1guezs attorneys said they expect Harris to
have an equally negligible effect on other discrimi-

tion cases in California. Shegerian said he thinks

; problem with Hams Was the case was too weak

‘ g But the resultmg ]ury '
d t stronger cases, he said.
“That standard W 1 be fine for 99 percent of cases
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