UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

NORTH CAROLINA

James Curtin v. Chuck Watts, et al.

Curtin - No. 1:25CV782 - Decided May 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of North Carolina granted motions to dismiss

claims brought by pro se plaintiff James Curtin against Chuck Watts, Watts Law PLC, Cyberlux

Corporation, and HII Mission Technologies Corporation. The court held that the cited federal statutes

and regulations did not provide Curtin with a private right of action, and that the complaint failed to

plausibly state claims under Virginia law for tortious interference, civil conspiracy, breach of fiduciary

duty, or negligent supervision. The court dismissed some claims with prejudice, dismissed the tortious-

interference and civil-conspiracy claims without prejudice, and warned Curtin that future filings

containing fabricated legal authority could result in Rule 11 sanctions.
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Defendants HII Mission Technologies Corporation, Chuck Watts,
Watts Law PLC, and Cyberlux Corporation moved to dismiss the
amended complaint under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1)
and 12(b)(6). The court granted the motions and dismissed the action

in part with prejudice and in part without prejudice.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
disregards legal conclusions and conclusory statements, and
determines whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim for
relief. Documents attached to the complaint may be considered
without converting the motion to one for summary judgment. The
court also considered whether the pleaded federal statutes created

private rights of action.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal criminal statutes, federal contracting statutes, and FAR, DFARS, and ITAR

provisions invoked by Curtin created a private right of action.

2. Whether Curtin plausibly pleaded tortious interference with business expectancy under Virginia law.

3. Whether Curtin plausibly pleaded civil conspiracy under Virginia law.

4. Whether Curtin alleged a fiduciary duty owed specifically to him and a breach of that duty.

5. Whether Virginia recognizes an independent cause of action for negligent supervision.

6. Whether Curtin's fabricated or materially misrepresented legal quotations warranted sanctions under

H

1.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.

OLDINGS

The federal statutes and regulations cited by Curtin did not provide him with a private right of action for
the pleaded claims. The Computer Fraud and Abuse Act contains a limited civil cause of action, but
Curtin did not plead a qualifying violation or loss; the whistleblower retaliation provision in 41 U.S.C. §
4712 did not apply because he did not allege that he was an employee covered by the statute. The federal
criminal statutes and contracting regulations could not support his private claims.

. Curtin failed to plausibly state a Virginia claim for tortious interference with business expectancy
because the complaint used collective and conclusory allegations and did not allege specific facts

showing actionable intentional interference by any defendant.

. Curtin failed to plausibly state a civil conspiracy claim because he did not allege sufficient facts showing

that any defendant committed a wrongful or tortious act in furtherance of the alleged conspiracy.

4, Curtin failed to state a breach of fiduciary duty claim under Virginia law because he did not allege that

any defendant owed a fiduciary duty to him specifically.

. Virginia does not recognize an independent cause of action for negligent supervision, so Curtin's
P P ,

negligent-supervision claim was dismissed.



6. Curtin was warned that future filings containing fabricated legal authority may result in sanctions under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Language in a regulation may invoke a private right of action that Congress through statutory text created,

but it may not create a right that Congress has not.” (Section II.A)

“All litigants, whether pro se or represented, are bound by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.” (Section
11.C)

“Courts across the country have issued sanctions against attorneys and pro se parties for submitting fictitious

case citations, fictitious quotations, and related misrepresentations to the court.” (Section I1.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Curtin owned and operated a Virginia consulting and technology-development company and published articles
under the name Jackson Holt. After Cyberlux executives approached him regarding potential business
relationships, Curtin alleged that he discovered and publicized regulatory and financial problems involving
Cyberlux and the misuse of foreign military financing funds. He later alleged that he was photographed, doxxed,
harassed, and subjected to communications involving one of his clients, causing business partners to withdraw
from negotiations. The complaint attributed most alleged conduct collectively to the defendants and specifically

identified only a communication by Cyberlux officer Bill Maadarani with one of Curtin's clients.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Curtin filed an amended complaint asserting tortious interference with business expectancy, civil conspiracy,
breach of fiduciary duty or misuse of public office, and negligent supervision claims arising from alleged
misconduct involving federal defense contracts and alleged retaliation. The defendants moved to dismiss. The
district court held that the asserted federal statutes and regulations did not provide Curtin with a private right of
action, that the state-law claims were inadequately pleaded or not cognizable under Virginia law, and that the

complaint should be dismissed.
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