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TEXAS, MCALLEN DIVISION
Cristina Pompa v. Edinburg Consolidated Independent School

District

Pompa - No. 7:24-CV-098 - Decided February 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas granted Edinburg Consolidated
Independent School District’s motion for summary judgment in Cristina Pompa’s Fair Labor
Standards Act action. The court held that the District satisfied the statutory lactation-break and private-
location requirements and that Pompa failed to establish a causal link between her complaint and

termination or demonstrate pretext.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on the plaintiff's claims

under the Fair Labor Standards Act concerning lactation
accommodations and retaliation. The plaintiff did not respond to the

renewed motion for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the pleadings and evidentiary
materials, viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party,
show no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the moving party
is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. If the nonmoving party fails
to make a sufficient showing on an essential element for which she
bears the burden of proof, summary judgment must be granted. The
court is not required to search the record sua sponte for evidence

supporting an unopposed response.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion

TOPICS

flsa ~ wage and hour  retaliation = summary judgment  civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

employment law  civil procedure  remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the District violated 29 U.S.C. § 207(r) by failing to provide Pompa reasonable break time and

a suitable private place to express breast milk.

2. Whether the District retaliated against Pompa in violation of the FLSA by suspending and terminating

her after she complained about lactation accommodations.

3. Whether the District was entitled to summary judgment on the undisputed record.

HOLDINGS

1. The District satisfied the requirements of 29 U.S.C. § 207(r)(1) because Pompa was able to express milk
as needed, was not denied breaks, and was provided private locations other than bathrooms that were

shielded from view and free from intrusion.

2. Pompa failed to establish a prima facie FLSA retaliation claim because she did not raise a genuine issue
of material fact concerning a causal link between her protected complaint and her suspension or
termination. In any event, the District presented legitimate, nonretaliatory reasons for the employment

actions, and Pompa submitted no evidence of pretext.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Pompa’s own testimony establishes that at all times that she needed to express milk, the District afforded her
“a place, other than a bathroom, that [was] shielded from view and free from intrusion from coworkers and
the public.”” (5)

“The absence of a causal link means that Pompa fails to present a prima facie case of retaliation.” (8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The District hired Cristina Pompa as a school police officer in 2015. After taking FMLA leave following the
birth of her child in January 2021, Pompa requested private locations to express breast milk; the District
provided various private, lockable rooms, and Pompa acknowledged that she could express milk as needed, was
never denied a break, and was never viewed while doing so. Pompa filed a complaint regarding lactation
accommodations in August 2021. She was later suspended and terminated after two workplace incidents
involving a disputed report about a student's food and allegedly improper searches of female students, followed

by an investigation that affirmed policy violations.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pompa filed suit in Texas state court in October 2023. The District removed the action to federal court in March
2024. After mediation failed, the District timely filed a renewed motion for summary judgment; the court denied
Pompa's motion to strike and ordered a response, but Pompa filed none. The court granted summary judgment to

the District and stated that a separate final judgment would issue.
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