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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona considers Defendants’ motion to dismiss
claims brought by Phoenix firefighter-paramedic Chad Lancaster alleging race and sex discrimination,
retaliation, and intentional infliction of emotional distress. The order addresses the timeliness of
allegations and whether untimely conduct may be used as background evidence in support of timely
claims. The motion is granted in part and denied in part.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss claims arising from alleged employment discrimination,
retaliation, municipal liability, and intentional infliction of emotional
distress, and to strike allegedly time-barred allegations and dismiss a
punitive-damages request.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes them in the light most favorable to
the nonmoving party, but need not accept legal conclusions couched as
factual allegations. The complaint must contain sufficient factual
matter to state a facially plausible claim.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished
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PRACTICE AREAS



employment law civil rights civil procedure municipal liability torts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether time-barred allegations could be included and used as background evidence in support of
timely discrimination and retaliation claims.

2. Whether a Monell claim could be asserted solely against a municipal employee in his individual
capacity.

3. Whether the allegations stated an Arizona claim for intentional infliction of emotional distress.

4. Whether punitive damages were available against the City for the § 1981 and Title VII claims.

5. Whether Plaintiff should receive leave to amend the dismissed claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Time-barred discriminatory acts may remain in the complaint and may be used as background evidence
supporting timely claims, although they do not independently state actionable claims.

2. A Monell claim cannot be asserted solely against a municipal employee sued in his individual capacity;
Monell provides a basis for municipal liability, not individual liability.

3. The complaint failed to allege conduct sufficiently extreme and outrageous to support an Arizona IIED
claim.

4. Punitive damages were unavailable against the City on Plaintiff's § 1981 and Title VII claims.

5. Leave to amend was denied as futile for the Monell claim against Rideout but granted as to the IIED and
punitive-damages claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff is permitted to plead time-barred discriminatory acts as background evidence.” (at 5)

“But such a claim is different from a Monell claim, which is a mechanism for suing a municipal defendant.”
(at 10-11)

“The Court agrees with Defendants that the complaint fails to allege the sort of “extreme and outrageous”
conduct necessary to support an IIED claim under Arizona law.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a white male firefighter-paramedic employed by the City of Phoenix, alleged that City personnel
manipulated firefighter captain promotion processes and used race- and gender-related factors, causing him to
receive lower rankings and lose promotion opportunities. He also alleged that he reported discriminatory
practices and thereafter experienced various retaliatory and hostile workplace actions. The complaint asserted
claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1981, Title VII, a Monell theory against former Fire Chief Jason Rideout, and Arizona-
law IIED, and sought punitive damages.
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Plaintiff filed suit in Maricopa County Superior Court on July 28, 2025. Defendants removed the action to the
United States District Court for the District of Arizona on September 2, 2025, and filed the motion to dismiss on
September 23, 2025. The court granted the motion in part and denied it in part, dismissing the Monell claim, the
IIED claim, and the punitive-damages request, while permitting amendment of the IIED and punitive-damages
claims.
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