UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Roberts-Gregory v. American Association for the Advancement of

Science

Civil Action No. 25-1436 (RC) (D.D.C. June 16, 2026) - No. Civil Action No. 25-1436 (RC) - Decided June 16,
2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia addresses Federal Defendants’ motion to
dismiss claims brought by Frances Roberts-Gregory concerning an American Association for the
Advancement of Science fellowship stipend and the revocation of her fellowship offer. The court
concludes that it has jurisdiction over the Equal Pay Act retaliation claim, that the complaint fails to
state a disparate-treatment claim under Title VII, and that it adequately states disparate-impact and

Title VII retaliation claims. The motion to dismiss is therefore granted in part and denied in part.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Federal Defendants Marco Rubio and the United States moved under

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to dismiss the claims asserted
against them. The Association did not join the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts factual allegations as
true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, and asks
whether the complaint alleges enough facts to state a claim that is
plausible on its face. Conclusory recitals of legal elements are

insufficient.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published district court memorandum opinion; persuasive authority
within the District of Columbia but not binding precedent on the D.C.

Circuit.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had subject-matter jurisdiction over Roberts-Gregory's Equal Pay Act
retaliation claim against the United States.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged disparate-treatment race or sex discrimination under Title VII.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a Title VII disparate-impact claim based on the stipend policy's

prior-salary and engineering exceptions.

4. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged Title VII retaliation against the Federal Defendants based on

revocation of the fellowship offer.

HOLDINGS

1. The court had jurisdiction over Roberts-Gregory's Equal Pay Act retaliation claim because the retaliation
claim sounded in tort and therefore did not fall within the Tucker Act's grant of jurisdiction over non-tort

claims against the United States.

2. The complaint failed to state a plausible claim that the Federal Defendants intentionally discriminated
against Roberts-Gregory because of her race or sex.

3. The complaint plausibly stated a Title VII disparate-impact claim based on the stipend policy's prior-

salary exception and engineering exception.

4. The complaint plausibly stated a Title VII retaliation claim against the Federal Defendants.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court concludes that Dr. Roberts-Gregory fails to state a claim of disparate-treatment discrimination

but otherwise denies the Federal Defendants’ motion to dismiss.” (8)

“If there are pay disparities in the STEM market, then it is plausible that using an applicants’ prior salary in
the STEM market to inform their stipend will result in stipend offers reflecting those preexisting pay
disparities.” (21)

“Drawing all inferences in favor of Dr. Roberts-Gregory, these allegations permit a plausible inference that
the Federal Defendants and the Association jointly decided to revoke Dr. Roberts-Gregory’s offer, even if only

the Association could remove her from the Fellowship process entirely.” (22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Roberts-Gregory, a Black woman with a Ph.D. in environmental science, applied for and accepted a Science &
Technology Policy Fellowship administered by AAAS with a placement at the Department of State. AAAS
assigned her a Level I stipend despite her allegation that her prior compensation qualified her for the highest



stipend level, and she challenged the stipend policy as discriminatory because it relied on prior salary and treated
engineering experience more favorably. After she complained that the policy disadvantaged women and people
of color, AAAS imposed conditions on her acceptance and later revoked her fellowship offer; the complaint

alleged that State Department personnel participated in or influenced the revocation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Roberts-Gregory filed a first amended complaint against the American Association for the Advancement of
Science, Marco Rubio, and the United States, alleging Equal Pay Act retaliation, Title VII race and sex
discrimination, and Title VII retaliation. The Federal Defendants moved to dismiss all claims against them. The
court granted dismissal of the disparate-treatment theory in Count IX, but denied dismissal of the Equal Pay Act

retaliation claim, the Title VII disparate-impact claim, and the Title VII retaliation claim.
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