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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia considered Booz Allen Hamilton’s
motion to dismiss Stephanie Boudreaux’s amended employment-discrimination complaint under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). The court held that certain pre-November 17, 2022
allegations were untimely, while Boudreaux exhausted her Title VII retaliation claim and claims based
on later allegations. The court nevertheless concluded that Boudreaux failed to state claims for Title
VII sex discrimination and Title VII retaliation, and granted the motion to dismiss.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss Plaintiff's amended complaint alleging Title VII gender
discrimination, ADA retaliation, Title VII retaliation, and Virginia
Human Rights Act retaliation.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court considers whether the complaint
is legally sufficient and pleads factual content sufficient to state a
claim for relief that is plausible on its face. The court accepts well-
pleaded factual allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the
plaintiff's favor, and generally considers only the complaint and
documents incorporated by reference or integral to it.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive value
only.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether allegations concerning events before November 17, 2022, were untimely for purposes of
Boudreaux's federal Title VII and ADA claims.

2. Whether Boudreaux exhausted administrative remedies for her Title VII retaliation claim despite not
expressly identifying that claim in her EEOC charge.

3. Whether allegations concerning events between January and March 2023 were administratively
exhausted because they were reasonably related to the EEOC charge or would naturally have arisen from
an EEOC investigation.

4. Whether Boudreaux plausibly stated a Title VII gender-discrimination claim based on alleged
constructive discharge, retention on Graham's team, and reduction of work hours.

5. Whether Boudreaux plausibly stated a Title VII retaliation claim by alleging a causal connection
between protected activity and an adverse employment action.

6. Whether Boudreaux plausibly stated a Virginia Human Rights Act retaliation claim by identifying a
decisionmaker with knowledge of her protected activity and alleging causation.

HOLDINGS

1. In Virginia, Title VII and ADA claims based on discrete unlawful employment acts must be supported by
an EEOC charge filed within 300 days of the challenged act. The continuing-violation theory does not
save Boudreaux's pre-November 17, 2022 allegations because she did not assert a hostile-work-
environment claim.

2. Boudreaux exhausted her administrative remedies for her Title VII retaliation claim because the claim
was reasonably related to the conduct described in her EEOC charge and would naturally have arisen
from an investigation of that charge.

3. Boudreaux's January-to-March 2023 allegations were not procedurally barred because they involved the
same employer, actor, and alleged retaliatory course of conduct described in her EEOC charge and could
naturally have been uncovered by an EEOC investigation.

4. Boudreaux failed to state a Title VII gender-discrimination claim because she did not plausibly allege
that an adverse employment action occurred because of her sex.

5. Boudreaux failed to state a Title VII retaliation claim because she did not identify the decisionmaker
responsible for the alleged adverse action or allege facts showing that the decisionmaker knew of her
protected activity, and therefore did not plausibly plead causation.



6. Boudreaux failed to state a Virginia Human Rights Act retaliation claim because she did not identify a
decisionmaker who performed the alleged adverse actions or knew of her protected activity, and the
alleged five-to-six-month gap between accommodation requests and adverse actions was insufficient by
itself to establish causation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the foregoing reasons, the court will grant BAH’s motion to dismiss. All counts will be dismissed without
prejudice. The court will grant Boudreaux leave to file an amended complaint within fourteen (14) days of the
court’s order.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stephanie Boudreaux, a disabled female employee of Booz Allen Hamilton, reported alleged timecard fraud by a
male coworker and later complained about treatment by her supervisor, Jeff Graham. She alleged that Graham
berated her, treated her differently from male colleagues, interfered with disability-accommodation efforts, and
later reduced her hours on a government contract. She alleged that these events constructively discharged her on
March 24, 2023. Boudreaux filed an EEOC charge on September 13, 2023, received a notice of right to sue on
February 26, 2025, and then pursued federal claims for gender discrimination and retaliation, as well as related
state-law retaliation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boudreaux originally filed suit in Charlottesville Circuit Court. Booz Allen Hamilton removed the action to the
United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia on June 24, 2025. After Boudreaux filed an
amended complaint with consent, Booz Allen Hamilton moved to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6). The court
granted the motion, dismissed all counts without prejudice, and granted leave to amend within fourteen days.
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