UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

WISCONSIN

Watters v. Silgan Containers LL.C

Watters - No. 25-cv-984-bhl - Decided May 12, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin granted Silgan Containers LLC's

amended motion to dismiss Logan Watters's pro se complaint alleging disability discrimination, ADA

retaliation, and defamation. The court found that the complaint did not adequately identify a disability,

protected activity, or facts supporting defamation, but granted Watters leave to file an amended

complaint by June 11, 2026.
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Defendant moved to dismiss the pro se complaint under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), or alternatively for a more definite
statement. The court granted the amended motion to dismiss and
granted Plaintiff leave to amend.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts all well-pleaded facts as
true and draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, but the
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a plausible
claim for relief and must do more than recite the elements of a cause

of action conclusorily. Pro se complaints are construed liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a claim for employment discrimination under the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

2. Whether the complaint stated a claim for retaliation under the Americans with Disabilities Act.
3. Whether the complaint stated a claim for defamation under applicable state law.

4. Whether the pro se plaintiff should be allowed to amend rather than be directed to provide a more

definite statement.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state an ADA employment-discrimination claim because it did not allege facts
supporting an inference that Watters was disabled within the meaning of the ADA, including facts
identifying the alleged disability or showing that it substantially limited one or more major life activities.

The complaint also failed to connect the attendance policy to the alleged disability.

2. The complaint failed to state an ADA retaliation claim because it did not allege that Watters engaged in

statutorily protected activity.

3. The complaint failed to state a defamation claim because it merely alleged that Silgan began defaming

Watters without describing the allegedly defamatory statements or conduct.

4. Rather than requiring a more definite statement, the court allowed Watters to file an amended complaint

curing the identified deficiencies.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To state a claim for employment discrimination under the ADA, Watters must allege facts to support an
inference that (1) he is disabled within the meaning of the statute; (2) he is qualified to perform the essential
functions of the job either with or without reasonable accommodation; and (3) he suffered an adverse

employment action because of his disability.” (at 4)

“To state a claim for retaliation under the ADA, a plaintiff must allege “(1) he engaged in a statutorily
protected activity; (2) he suffered an adverse action; and (3) a causal connection between the two.”” (at 5)

“Watters’s amended complaint should read like a narrative being told to someone who does not know what

happened.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Logan Watters worked for Silgan Containers LL.C for approximately nine years at its Menomonee Falls facility.
He alleged that plant manager Aaron Mancle sought disparate discipline against him because of a known
disability, implemented an attendance policy that would disparately affect him, mocked the way he walked, and

that Silgan terminated him on March 21, 2024. Watters also alleged that he complained about workplace



conditions and the attendance policy, but he did not identify his disability, explain how it limited a major life
activity, describe the attendance policy, or provide facts connecting his complaints to conduct prohibited by the
ADA. His defamation allegation consisted only of the assertion that Silgan began defaming him after his

termination.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Watters filed a complaint against his former employer alleging disability discrimination, retaliation, and
defamation. Silgan filed a motion to dismiss, a corrected amended motion, and a motion asking the court to rule.
After the court ordered Watters to respond and warned of dismissal for failure to prosecute, Watters responded.
The court found that the complaint failed to state a claim but allowed Watters thirty days to file an amended

complaint.
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