
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MISSOURI, SOUTHEASTERN DIVISION

Jean Allen v. Douglas Collins
Allen · No. 1:24-cv-00019-SNLJ · Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri granted defendant Douglas
Collins’s motion for summary judgment in Jean Allen’s pro se action alleging that Department of
Veterans Affairs employees violated the Rehabilitation Act. The court held that Allen’s Title VII claim
failed because she conceded it was not adequately pleaded, and that several allegations were
unexhausted. The court then analyzed Allen’s reasonable-accommodation, retaliation, and hostile-
work-environment claims under the Rehabilitation Act based on the undisputed facts in the
administrative record.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss the Second Amended Complaint or,
alternatively, for summary judgment. Because matters outside the
pleadings were presented, the court treated the motion as one for
summary judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56 and
granted it.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when the movant shows that there is no
genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The evidence and reasonable inferences
are viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the
nonmoving party must identify specific record evidence showing a
genuine issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant's motion to dismiss should be treated as a motion for summary judgment under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(d) and Rule 56.

2. Whether Allen exhausted the Rehabilitation Act claims based on allegations outside the scope and time
period of her administrative Equal Employment Opportunity complaint.

3. Whether the undisputed facts established that the VA failed to provide Allen a reasonable
accommodation under the Rehabilitation Act.

4. Whether the VA retaliated against Allen for requesting a reasonable accommodation.

5. Whether the alleged conduct created a disability-based hostile work environment under the
Rehabilitation Act.

6. Whether Allen stated a viable Title VII claim.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion to dismiss must be treated as a motion for summary judgment when matters outside the
pleadings are presented and not excluded, provided the parties had a reasonable opportunity to present
pertinent material. Because the defendant sought summary judgment, submitted extensive record
materials, and Allen responded to the summary-judgment motion, the court properly applied Rule 56.

2. Federal employees must exhaust administrative remedies before bringing Rehabilitation Act
employment-discrimination claims, and allegations outside the scope of the administrative complaint
cannot be litigated in the federal action.

3. The Title VII claim failed as a matter of law because Allen conceded that her Second Amended
Complaint did not state a Title VII claim.

4. The undisputed facts did not establish that the VA violated the Rehabilitation Act by failing to provide
Allen a reasonable accommodation.

5. Allen's retaliation claim failed because the alleged scrutiny, workers' compensation delay, failure to
assign training, and transfer were not materially adverse employment actions, and the record did not
establish a causal connection to her accommodation request.



6. The alleged conduct was not sufficiently severe or pervasive, objectively hostile, or abusive to establish
a disability-based hostile work environment under the Rehabilitation Act.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(a), summary judgment shall be granted “if the movant shows that
there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law.””

“The VA participated in the interactive process in good faith, allowing Allen to telework as an interim
accommodation, providing guidance on revising her resume to fit the job description of the position she
requested, and continuing to offer her the reassignment she had rejected.”

“By rejecting the proposed accommodation, Allen was responsible for terminating the interactive process and
was no longer entitled to relief.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jean Allen was employed by the Department of Veterans Affairs as a licensed practical nurse, whose essential
duties included hands-on patient care. Because of a medical condition and immunosuppressant medication, she
requested telework as a reasonable accommodation and began teleworking while the VA sought additional
medical documentation and explored reassignment options. The VA identified a fully teleworkable Advanced
Medical Support Assistant position, but Allen altered the reassignment document to request a GS-6, step-9 salary
rather than the offered GS-6, step-5 salary; the court found that the VA never accepted the counteroffer. Allen
continued teleworking at her LPN special-rate salary while the accommodation and administrative processes
continued.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jean Allen, proceeding pro se, sued alleging that Department of Veterans Affairs employees violated the
Rehabilitation Act by failing to accommodate her disability, retaliating against her accommodation request, and
creating a hostile work environment. Her Second Amended Complaint also asserted a Title VII claim, which she
conceded was not adequately pleaded. The court held that several allegations were outside the scope of her
exhausted administrative complaint and that the undisputed facts did not support the remaining Rehabilitation
Act claims. Summary judgment was entered for Douglas Collins.
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