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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona grants Maricopa County Community
College District’s motion for summary judgment in Naomi Garcia’s Title VII race-discrimination and
retaliation action. The court concludes that Garcia established a prima facie case of race discrimination
in some respects, including satisfactory performance and an adverse employment action, but failed to
provide sufficient evidence that similarly situated employees outside her protected class were treated
more favorably. The court denies the motion to strike as moot.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought Title VII claims for race discrimination and
retaliation. Defendant moved for summary judgment and to strike
Plaintiff's opposing statements of fact.

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 views evidence and reasonable inferences in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the nonmoving party must
produce significant probative evidence and may not rely solely on
pleadings or conclusory allegations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff produced sufficient evidence to establish a prima facie Title VII race-discrimination
claim.

2. Whether Plaintiff's resignation, offered as an alternative to termination and non-renewal, constituted an
adverse employment action.

3. Whether Plaintiff established a prima facie Title VII retaliation claim based on protected activity,
adverse action, and but-for causation.

4. Whether Plaintiff presented specific and substantial evidence that Defendant's stated, non-retaliatory
reasons for non-renewal were pretextual.

5. Whether Plaintiff could pursue a distinct failure-to-hire claim that was not addressed in her EEOC
charge.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to establish the fourth prima facie element because she did not produce sufficient
evidence that similarly situated employees outside her protected class were treated more favorably, and
she also lacked direct evidence of discriminatory animus.

2. Plaintiff's resignation constituted an involuntary termination and therefore qualified as an adverse
employment action for purposes of the Title VII claims.

3. Plaintiff established a prima facie retaliation case sufficient to survive the initial stages of the
McDonnell Douglas analysis because her December 2018 EEO reporting was protected activity, her
non-renewal was an adverse employment action, and the timing and factual record created a minimal
causal inference.

4. Plaintiff failed to present specific and substantial evidence that Defendant's legitimate, non-retaliatory
reasons for non-renewal were pretextual.

5. Any distinct failure-to-hire claim was not actionable because Plaintiff failed to address Defendant's
argument that the claim was absent from her EEOC charge.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The absence of alternatives to resignation, the urgency imposed on Plaintiff, and the swiftness in which her
resignation occurred all demonstrate that it was involuntary and, accordingly, a termination that constitutes
an adverse employment action.” (Section III.A.3)

“But even resolving that dispute in Plaintiff’s favor and assuming, for the moment, that Ms. Travis
contemplated and decided non-renewal only after January 16, 2019, that timing is logical given that
Plaintiff’s probationary period was approaching its inevitable end.” (Section III.B.5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendant hired Garcia as a part-time Academic Advisor in February 2017, promoted her to a full-time Student
Services Analyst in September 2018 subject to a six-month probationary period, and did not select her for an
interim supervisor's permanent Director position. Garcia complained about the hiring process, was verbally



warned after reporting a student's concerning behavior, and later reported race discrimination and retaliation to
the employer's EEO office. After receiving notice of Garcia's EEO complaints, her supervisor requested non-
renewal of her probationary employment; Garcia was given the choice of termination or resignation and resigned
immediately, stating that the resignation was involuntary. The employer's EEO investigation found the
complaints unsubstantiated.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit after receiving an EEOC right-to-sue notice, alleging Title VII race discrimination and
retaliation. The court previously ruled that conduct before June 9, 2018 was time-barred under Title VII.
Defendant moved for summary judgment; the court granted the motion, denied the motion to strike as moot,
directed entry of judgment for Defendant, and ordered the case closed.
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