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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida grants GEICO General Insurance
Co.’s motion for summary judgment in an employment case asserting ADA associational
discrimination and FMLA interference and retaliation. The Court concludes that the termination
decisionmakers lacked knowledge of the plaintiff’s parents’ medical conditions or her need for leave,
and that the plaintiff’s evidence does not establish discrimination or pretext.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff asserted ADA associational-discrimination, FMLA
interference, and FMLA retaliation claims. Defendant moved for
summary judgment on all claims, and the court granted the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court viewed conflicts in the evidence and reasonable
inferences in the nonmovant's favor, but required specific evidence
showing a genuine issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether GEICO was entitled to summary judgment on Sanichara's ADA associational-discrimination
claim when the investigator and termination decisionmakers lacked actual knowledge of her parents'
medical conditions.

2. Whether GEICO was entitled to summary judgment on Sanichara's FMLA retaliation claim when the
decisionmakers lacked knowledge of her request for FMLA leave and the evidence showed legitimate
misconduct-related reasons for termination.

3. Whether GEICO was entitled to summary judgment on Sanichara's FMLA interference claim because
the individuals who investigated and decided to terminate her did not know of her need or request for
FMLA leave and would have terminated her regardless.

HOLDINGS

1. GEICO was entitled to summary judgment because Sanichara failed to establish that the investigator or
termination decisionmakers knew of her parents' disabilities, and the evidence did not permit a
reasonable jury to find that her termination was motivated by associational disability discrimination.

2. GEICO was entitled to summary judgment on the FMLA retaliation claim because Sanichara failed to
show a causal connection between her protected activity and termination, and no reasonable jury could
infer retaliatory intent from the evidence.

3. GEICO was entitled to summary judgment on the FMLA interference claim because Sanichara could not
show that GEICO denied an FMLA benefit or that her FMLA request affected the termination decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Discrimination is about actual knowledge, and real intent, not constructive knowledge and assumed intent.”

“An employer may fire an employee for a good reason, a bad reason, a reason based on erroneous facts, or
for no reason at all, as long as its action is not for a discriminatory reason.”

“The relevant inquiry is [] whether the employer in good faith believed that the employee had engaged in the
conduct that led the employer to discipline the employee.”

“No reasonable jury could find that Ms. Sanichara would not have been terminated but for her FMLA
request.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marguerita Sanichara worked for GEICO for nearly nineteen years as a claims supervisor and had a strong
performance record with no prior discipline. In January 2024, she told her direct supervisor that she needed



leave to care for her parents, but she did not submit a request directly to GEICO's leave team or human
resources, and the employees who investigated and decided to terminate her testified that they did not know of
her request or her parents' medical conditions. Around the same time, GEICO investigated complaints that
Sanichara had manipulated productivity statistics, mistreated or demeaned employees, interfered with an
investigation, and impeded an employee's accommodation appointment. GEICO terminated her effective
February 5, 2024, based on what it considered substantiated misconduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sanichara initiated the action in November 2024 and filed an amended complaint asserting three claims. GEICO
answered, the parties completed discovery, and GEICO moved for summary judgment. The court granted
summary judgment on all claims, directed entry of judgment for GEICO, and closed the case.
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