UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

Lizbeth Leyva-Quinto v. PowerVolt Group

Leyva-Quinto v. PowerVolt Group, No. 25 C 10700 (N.D. Ill. Mar. 17 2026) - No. No. 25 C 10700; 1:25-cv-
10700 - Decided March 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois denied Plaintiff Lizbeth Leyva-
Quinto’s request for reappointment of counsel and granted PowerVolt Group’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion.
The court held that the plaintiff’s FMLA, Title VII, and Illinois Human Rights Act claims were barred
by res judicata because a prior Illinois state-court action involving the same parties and operative facts
had been dismissed with prejudice. The federal complaint was dismissed in its entirety with prejudice,
and the civil case was terminated.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought federal claims against her former employer for

FMLA interference and retaliation, Title VII retaliation, and IHRA
retaliation. Defendant moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6), asserting in part that the claims were barred by res
judicata because plaintiff had previously litigated the same claims in

Illinois state court.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor. A motion to dismiss based on res judicata may be considered
when the pleadings and materials properly available to the court
establish the defense.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could consider res judicata on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion when the defense was

established by the pleadings and judicially noticeable state-court records.

2. Whether the Tllinois state-court dismissal with prejudice had claim-preclusive effect despite the federal

action having been filed before the state-court dismissal.

3. Whether the state-court judgment barred plaintiff's federal and state claims because the parties, causes of

action, and operative facts were the same.

4. Whether plaintiff was entitled to reappointment of recruited counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. A Rule 12(b)(6) motion based on res judicata is proper when the pleadings and other materials properly

available for review establish the validity of the affirmative defense.

2. The state-court dismissal with prejudice was a final adjudication on the merits for purposes of res

judicata.

3. Res judicata barred plaintiff's FMLA, Title VII, and IHRA claims because the state-court action involved
the same parties, the same cause of action arising from the same operative facts, and a final judgment on

the merits.

4. The request for reappointment of recruited counsel was denied because plaintiff had demonstrated the
ability to litigate the case herself and the case did not present novel or unusually difficult issues.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Nevertheless, a Rule 12(b)(6) motion based on an affirmative defense is proper when the pleadings and

other materials available to the Court for review establish the validity of the affirmative defense.” (at 5)

“If a plaintiff receives a final judgment on the merits of her case, the doctrine of res judicata prevents the

plaintiff from relitigating claims that were or could have been litigated during an earlier proceeding.” (at 6)

“In sum, because all the elements of res judicata are satisfied, the Illinois state court’s October 8, 2025 order

dismissing Plaintiff’s action and complaint with prejudice bars this Court from entertaining her renewed



attempt to bring her claims in this second action where she had a full and fair opportunity to present her

claims in the first action.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff worked for PowerVolt Group from January 2024 until January 2025. On January 3, 2025, she missed
work because her child required urgent medical care and immediately notified her supervisor, but the absence
was classified as a no-show. When she returned on January 6, 2025, she was told that she had been replaced and
was no longer needed. She alleged that her termination followed her report of workplace harassment and use of

family medical leave.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff previously filed an action against PowerVolt Group in the Circuit Court of the Eighteenth Judicial
Circuit of DuPage County, Illinois. The state court dismissed her second amended complaint in its entirety with
prejudice on October 8, 2025. Plaintiff had filed this federal action on September 5, 2025, before the state-court
dismissal. The federal court denied plaintiff's request for reappointment of counsel, granted defendant's Rule

12(b)(6) motion, and dismissed the federal complaint with prejudice.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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