UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

LOUISIANA

Yvette Bergeron v. Commerce Title & Abstract Company

Civil Action No. 24-692-JWD-SDJ - No. No. 24-692-JWD-SDJ - Decided February 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana grants Commerce Title &

Abstract Company’s motion for summary judgment in Yvette Bergeron’s action alleging age

discrimination under the ADEA and the Louisiana Employment Discrimination Law. The court

concludes that Bergeron failed to present sufficient evidence from which a reasonable jury could find

that age was the but-for cause of her termination. The opinion discusses the parties’ employment

arrangements, remote-work policies, alleged termination reasons, and the McDonnell Douglas burden-

shifting framework.
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dismissed

Plaintiff brought claims under the Age Discrimination in Employment
Act and the Louisiana Employment Discrimination Law. Defendant

moved for summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that there is
no genuine dispute as to any material fact and that it is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court may not weigh evidence or
resolve credibility disputes and must draw reasonable inferences for
the nonmovant, but conclusory allegations, unsubstantiated assertions,

and a scintilla of evidence are insufficient.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Bergeron established a prima facie case of age discrimination under the ADEA where
Commerce Title did not replace her and she failed to identify a younger, similarly situated retained

employee or other evidence connecting the termination to age.

2. Whether Commerce Title articulated legitimate, nondiscriminatory reasons for Bergeron's termination

and whether Bergeron produced sufficient evidence that those reasons were pretextual.

3. Whether Bergeron's Louisiana Employment Discrimination Law age-discrimination claim survived

summary judgment under the same framework applied to her ADEA claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Bergeron failed to establish a prima facie case of age discrimination because she did not identify a
younger retained employee whose employment circumstances were nearly identical to hers, and she
presented no other direct or circumstantial evidence that Commerce Title intended to discriminate based

on age.

2. Even assuming Bergeron established a prima facie case, Commerce Title was entitled to summary
judgment because it articulated legitimate, nondiscriminatory reasons for terminating her and Bergeron
did not produce sufficient evidence from which a reasonable factfinder could conclude that those reasons

were pretextual for age discrimination.

3. Bergeron's LEDL age-discrimination claim failed for the same reasons as her ADEA claim and could not

survive summary judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At most, Defendant’s allowing Achord and Babin to work remotely despite the oral agreement supports an
inference that Defendant was trying to burden Plaintiff, not that Defendant was trying to burden Plaintiff
because of Plaintiff’s age.” (Section IV.A.1.b)

“Plaintiff must therefore raise a genuine question of fact concerning whether Defendant’s reasons for

termination are a pretext for discrimination.” (Section [V.A.2.b)

“Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant Commerce Title & Abstract Company’s Motion for Summary
Judgment (Doc. 19) is GRANTED, and Plaintiff s claims against Defendant will be DISMISSED WITH
PREJUDICE.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Bergeron, a licensed Louisiana attorney, returned to work for Commerce Title in November 2020 after allegedly
securing an oral understanding that two of her former closing processors would work in person with her.
Commerce Title's handbook provided that eligible employees could work remotely and stated that employment
terms could not be modified orally. The processors later worked remotely, and Bergeron repeatedly complained
about the remote-work policy, Commerce Title's software and processes, and the resulting workload; other
employees also complained about her treatment of them. Commerce Title terminated Bergeron on April 12,
2023, identifying the separation to the Louisiana Workforce Commission as a layoff or reduction in force, while
its owners cited her noncompliance with policies, criticism of company processes, treatment of coworkers, and

lack of commitment to the company's service standards.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bergeron filed suit in the Middle District of Louisiana alleging that Commerce Title terminated her because of
her age and subjected her to an excessive work burden in an effort to force her resignation. After briefing and
consideration of the summary-judgment record, the court granted Commerce Title's motion for summary

judgment and dismissed all claims with prejudice.
DISPOSITION
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