UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF PUERTO RICO

José Gonzalez-Ortiz, et al. v. Puerto Rico Aqueduct and Sewer

Authority, et al.

Gonzalez-Ortiz - No. Civil No. 23-1509 (RAM) - Decided April 16, 2026

SUMMARY

In this Opinion and Order, the United States District Court for the District of Puerto Rico grants
summary judgment to the Puerto Rico Aqueduct and Sewer Authority and two individual defendants
in a political-discrimination action arising from the plaintiff’s termination. The court analyzes the
alleged workplace altercation, the collective bargaining agreement’s disciplinary procedures, the
investigation and termination decision, and the plaintiff’s evidence of political animus. The document
indicates that the court concluded the plaintiff failed to establish a triable claim of First Amendment

political discrimination and addressed related qualified-immunity and Puerto Rico-law claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought First Amendment political-discrimination claims

under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, along with claims under the Puerto Rico
Constitution and Puerto Rico Civil Code. Defendants moved for
summary judgment. The court granted both motions, dismissed the
federal claims with prejudice, and declined supplemental jurisdiction

over the Commonwealth claims, dismissing them without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
56(a) 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 must draw
reasonable inferences for the nonmovant but may disregard conclusory
allegations, unsupported speculation, and improbable inferences, and

may not make credibility determinations or weigh evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the summary judgment record permitted a reasonable jury to find that Gonzalez-Ortiz's

termination was causally connected to political animus in violation of the First Amendment.

2. Whether the individual defendants could be liable under a cat's-paw theory based on alleged

manipulation of information relied upon by the neutral termination decisionmaker.

3. Whether PRASA established under Mt. Healthy that it would have terminated Gonzalez-Ortiz for

nondiscriminatory reasons regardless of his political beliefs.

4. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining Puerto Rico

constitutional and statutory claims after dismissing all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to establish a prima facie political-discrimination claim because the summary judgment
record did not show that the ultimate decisionmaker knew his political affiliation or acted with political
animus, and plaintiff lacked evidence connecting the termination to politically discriminatory

motivation.

2. Plaintiff could not proceed under a cat's-paw theory because he presented no competent evidence that
the individual defendants manipulated information relied upon by Lopez-Faria or that any such

manipulation was a proximate cause of the termination.

3. Even assuming plaintiff established a prima facie political-discrimination claim, PRASA proved by a
preponderance of the evidence that it would have terminated him for nondiscriminatory reasons

regardless of his political beliefs.

4. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining Puerto Rico constitutional
and Civil Code claims after dismissing all claims within its original jurisdiction and dismissed those

claims without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At bottom, this case rises or falls on a narrow issue: whether a reasonable jury could determine that
Plaintiff’s termination was causally connected to Loépez’s political animus. The Court rules that no reasonable

jury could so conclude.” (V.A)



“On this record, PRASA has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that it would have fired

Plaintiff regardless of his desire to shun the pro-NPP activities allegedly favored by his coworkers.” (V.A.3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

José Gonzalez-Ortiz worked as an IT technician for PRASA in a unionized position governed by a collective
bargaining agreement. On June 10, 2022, he and supervisor Heriberto Vazquez-Garcia engaged in a loud
confrontation at PRASA headquarters; witnesses described aggressive and threatening behavior, although there
was no direct physical contact. PRASA investigated the incident, issued a report recommending dismissal under
the CBA's workplace-disorder rule, and Human Resources Director Waleska L.épez-Faria adopted the
recommendation after an informal hearing and terminated Gonzalez-Ortiz. Gonzdalez-Ortiz claimed the
termination was politically motivated because he declined to participate in activities associated with the New
Progressive Party, but he admitted he had no evidence that L.épez-Faria possessed discriminatory intent, and the

record showed she lacked knowledge of his political affiliation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the complaint on October 10, 2023. The court previously dismissed all claims based on pre-
termination harassment and other adverse employment actions as time-barred, dismissed all claims against
Angel Machado-Pellot, and allowed the termination-related claims to proceed. After denying partial
reconsideration, the court considered separate summary judgment motions by PRASA and the remaining
individual defendants. The court granted summary judgment on the First Amendment claims and dismissed the

remaining Commonwealth-law claims without prejudice for lack of supplemental jurisdiction.
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