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LLC
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky granted Kentuckiana Dental
Health Specialists, LLC's Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss Taylor Celeste Osborne's Title VII
retaliation claim. The court held that Osborne's complaint about the use of local anesthetic on pediatric
dental patients did not oppose an unlawful employment practice under Title VII and therefore was not
protected activity. The complaint was dismissed with prejudice, and the case was stricken from the
docket.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss plaintiff's Title VII retaliation complaint for failure to state a
claim.

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, but need not accept conclusory allegations or unwarranted
inferences. The complaint must state a claim for relief that is plausible
on its face.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Osborne's complaint to KDHS management about the absence of local anesthetic during dental
procedures on pediatric patients constituted activity protected by Title VII's opposition clause.

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible Title VII retaliation claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Osborne's complaint about the treatment of KDHS's pediatric patients was not protected activity under
Title VII because it did not oppose a practice made unlawful by Title VII and could not reasonably have
been understood as opposing such a practice.

2. The complaint failed to state a claim for Title VII retaliation because it did not allege that Osborne
engaged in Title VII-protected activity.

3. Leave to amend was not granted because Osborne did not tender a proposed amended complaint or
explain how amendment would cure the central defect in her pleading.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion under Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure seeks dismissal of a complaint for
failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted.” (slip op. at 2)

“The practice about which Osborne complained may or may not have “violate[d] professional standards of
care and applicable regulations” but it did not violate Title VII.” (slip op. at 3)

“Because Osborne did not engage in protected activity, she fails to state a claim for employment-related
retaliation under Title VII.” (slip op. at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Osborne was employed by KDHS in a management position in 2025. She observed pediatric patients receiving
multiple surface fillings and dental crowns without local anesthetic and complained about the practice to
KDHS's regional manager by text message in February 2025. KDHS terminated her employment three days
later. Osborne alleged that her complaint was protected activity under Title VII because she believed the practice
was unlawful and unsafe.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Osborne filed a single-count Title VII retaliation complaint alleging that KDHS terminated her three days after
she complained to management about the use of dental procedures without local anesthetic on pediatric patients.
The EEOC issued a right-to-sue letter. KDHS moved to dismiss, arguing that Osborne's complaint concerned



patient care and did not oppose an unlawful employment practice under Title VII. The court granted the motion,
dismissed the complaint with prejudice, and struck the matter from the docket.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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