UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

Justin Denley v. Augusta Sportswear, Inc. d/b/a Momentec Brands

Denley - No. 6:25-cv-02018-MC - Decided March 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon denied Defendant Augusta Sportswear,

Inc.'s motion to dismiss overtime claims accruing before September 9, 2023. The court held that

Plaintiff had pleaded facts potentially supporting equitable tolling of Oregon's two-year statute of

limitations because he allegedly lacked notice of his misclassification until February 14, 2025. The

court concluded that the claims therefore survived dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

12(b)(6).
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Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss overtime claims accruing before September 9, 2023, as barred
by Oregon's two-year statute of limitations. The court denied the
motion.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
of material fact as true and construes them in the light most favorable
to the nonmovant. A statute-of-limitations defense may support

dismissal at the pleading stage only if no set of facts would permit the

plaintiff to prove tolling.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Denley's overtime claims accruing before September 9, 2023, could be dismissed under ORS §
12.110(3) as untimely at the pleading stage.

2. Whether equitable tolling could apply to ORS § 12.110(3) where the plaintiff alleged that he lacked
actual or constructive notice of a possible overtime claim until his employer disclosed his

misclassification.

HOLDINGS

1. A claim may not be dismissed on statute-of-limitations grounds under Rule 12(b)(6) when the complaint

pleads facts that could permit the plaintiff to prove that the limitations period was tolled.

2. Equitable tolling may apply to claims subject to ORS § 12.110(3) when mechanical application of the
limitations period would cause injustice and the plaintiff diligently pursued his rights but reasonably

lacked notice of a possible claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court may dismiss a claim based on the statute of limitations only if no set of facts would “permit the

plaintiff to prove that the statute was tolled.”” (Discussion)

“If a “reasonable plaintiff would not have known of the existence of a possible claim within the limitations
period, then equitable tolling will serve to extend the statute of limitations.”” (Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Denley worked for Defendant and its predecessors from August 2014 through February 2025 as an Information
Technology Coordinator. He was classified as exempt, worked approximately 60 hours per week, and received a
fixed monthly salary without overtime compensation. On February 14, 2025, Defendant informed him that he
had been improperly classified and was entitled to overtime pay. Denley alleged that he had received no
overtime compensation for work performed above 40 hours per week from August 2014 through February 2025.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Denley filed an action in Lane County Circuit Court on September 9, 2025, asserting state-law and Fair Labor
Standards Act overtime claims. Defendant removed the action and moved to dismiss claims accruing before
September 9, 2023, under ORS § 12.110(3). After previously concluding that the statute did not contain a

discovery rule, the court requested supplemental briefing on equitable tolling and denied the motion.
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