UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA, ALEXANDRIA DIVISION

John Joyce v. Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation

Joyce - No. 1:25-cv-97 (RDA/LRV) - Decided February 11, 2026

SUMMARY

The Eastern District of Virginia granted Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation’s motion to

dismiss John Joyce’s Title VII retaliation claim. The court held that Joyce had not plausibly alleged

protected activity because his emails and complaints did not adequately oppose an unlawful

employment practice based on race or national origin, and alternatively found that his June 5 email

was insubordinate and disruptive. The complaint was dismissed without prejudice, and Joyce was

given an opportunity to seek leave to amend.
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Defendant moved to dismiss Plaintiff's single-count Title VII
retaliatory-discharge complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6). The court granted the motion and dismissed the complaint

without prejudice, allowing one opportunity to seek leave to amend.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim
for relief. The court need not accept legal conclusions, unwarranted
inferences, unreasonable conclusions, or arguments as true. Attached

exhibits control over conflicting bare allegations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Joyce plausibly alleged that any of his emails or complaints constituted protected activity under

Title VII's opposition or participation provisions.

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible Title VII retaliatory-discharge claim when the attached emails

did not identify an unlawful employment practice based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed without prejudice when the court could not conclude that all

potential amendments would be futile.

HOLDINGS

1. Joyce did not plausibly allege protected activity because his April 2 email and April 21 human-resources
complaint were vague or concerned generalized compensation and unfair-treatment complaints without

identifying discrimination prohibited by Title VII.

2. The May 16 email did not plausibly allege protected activity because its general reference to ending
discrimination and its reference to exclusion from important teams did not connect the exclusion or any

employment practice to a Title VII-protected characteristic.

3. The June 5 email did not plausibly allege protected activity because Joyce's racial insults and
accusations that supervisors were racist, criminals, or thieves did not provide a good-faith basis to infer
that Defendant was violating Title VII.

4. The complaint failed to state a plausible Title VII retaliation claim because it did not allege that Joyce
engaged in protected activity.

5. The complaint was dismissed without prejudice, and Joyce was permitted one opportunity to file a
motion for leave to amend because the court could not conclude that all potential amendments would be
futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To constitute protected activity, plaintiff must have complained of discrimination protected by one of the

statutes under which he is bringing his claims.”

“In short, Plaintiff has not plausibly alleged a protected activity with respect to any of his emails or

complaints.”

“The Court cannot say that all potential amendments would be futile, however.”



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

John Joyce was employed by Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation as an Agile Development Senior and
was terminated on July 18, 2024, after being suspended on June 7, 2024. He complained about compensation,
alleged disparities involving predominantly South Asian and Indian coworkers, and exclusion from important
team meetings. His emails included references to racial discrimination but also contained hostile, accusatory, and
insubordinate statements about Indian employees and his supervisors. After receiving an EEOC right-to-sue

notice, Joyce filed a Title VII retaliation action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Joyce filed a Charge of Discrimination with the EEOC and received a Notice of Right to Sue on October 22,
2024. He filed this action on January 21, 2025. Defendant moved to dismiss, the parties briefed the motion, and

the court granted dismissal because the complaint did not plausibly allege protected activity under Title VII.
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