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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas considers motions to dismiss claims
brought by former University of Texas Rio Grande Valley faculty members under Title VII, the ADA,
and the FMLA. The court grants dismissal of the individual defendants from the ADA and FMLA
claims based on Eleventh Amendment immunity, while denying dismissal of the plaintiffs’ Title VII
gender and national-origin discrimination claims and granting dismissal of their Title VII retaliation
claims. The opinion addresses pleading standards under Rules 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6), the Ex parte
Young exception, and the distinction between pleading requirements and the McDonnell Douglas
framework.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1)
and 12(b)(6) to dismiss Plaintiffs' Second Amended Complaint
asserting Title VII, ADA, and FMLA claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and dismisses when the plaintiff fails plausibly to
allege all jurisdictional elements; when combined with other Rule 12
motions, the jurisdictional challenge is considered first. On a Rule
12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts factual allegations as true, views



them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, and evaluates whether
the complaint states a plausible claim for relief under Rules 8(a)(2)
and 12(b)(6).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown

TOPICS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ADA and FMLA claims against the individual defendants in their official capacities were
barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity because the complaint failed to allege that those defendants
had authority to reinstate Plaintiffs.

2. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly pleaded Title VII gender and national-origin disparate-treatment claims
against UTRGV without establishing a prima facie case under the McDonnell Douglas framework at the
motion-to-dismiss stage.

3. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly pleaded Title VII retaliation claims by alleging protected activity, an
adverse employment action, and a causal connection between the two.

HOLDINGS

1. The ADA and FMLA claims against the individual defendants in their official capacities were barred by
Eleventh Amendment immunity because the complaint did not specifically allege that any individual
defendant had authority to reinstate Plaintiffs or otherwise enforce the relevant laws prospectively.

2. Plaintiffs plausibly alleged Title VII disparate-treatment claims based on gender and national origin. At
the Rule 12(b)(6) stage, they were not required to establish a prima facie case under the McDonnell
Douglas framework; allegations of adverse employment actions taken at least partly because of
protected characteristics were sufficient.

3. Plaintiffs failed to state plausible Title VII retaliation claims. Gandaria's July 2023 email plausibly
constituted protected activity, but the nearly year-long interval before her May 2024 non-reappointment
and the absence of allegations connecting the adverse action to that complaint defeated causation. Orta's
complaints and Gandaria's and Reyes's negative evaluations were not sufficiently specific to constitute
protected activity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At the Rule 12(b)(6) stage, [a court’s] analysis of [a] Title VII claim is governed by Swierkiewicz v. Sorema
N.A., 534 U.S. 506, 122 S.Ct. 992, 152 L.Ed.2d 1 (2002)—and not the evidentiary standard set forth in
McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green . . . .” (§ III.B.1)



“They “need only plausibly allege facts going to the ultimate elements of the claim to survive a motion to
dismiss.”” (§ III.B.2)

“Plaintiffs Gandaria and Reyes’s ADA and FMLA claims against the individual Defendants are DISMISSED
without prejudice.” (§ IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs were former faculty members or employees of UTRGV's School of Social Work and alleged that their
supervisor subjected them to gender- and national-origin-based hostility, including remarks concerning women
and Mexican or Reynosa accents. They also alleged underpayment, complaints to university officials, medical
leave and disability-related circumstances, and adverse employment actions including termination or non-
reappointment. Plaintiffs asserted Title VII claims against UTRGV and ADA and FMLA claims against
individual defendants in their official capacities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit after their employment with the University of Texas-Rio Grande Valley ended through
termination or non-reappointment. They amended their complaint twice. UTRGV and the individual defendants
separately moved to dismiss the Second Amended Complaint. The court granted the individual defendants'
motion, granted UTRGV's motion as to the Title VII retaliation claims, denied it as to the Title VII gender and
national-origin discrimination claims, and permitted amendment.
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