UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Tammy Richards v. Monmouth County Vocational School District, et

al.

Civil Action No. 24-7325 (ZNQ) (RLS) (D.N.J. Dec. 16, 2025) - No. 3:24-cv-07325 - Decided December 16,
2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey considered Defendants’ motion to
dismiss claims arising from the nonrenewal of Tammy Richards’s employment with the Monmouth
County Vocational School District. The court held that the FMLA claim was not subject to dismissal
on statute-of-limitations grounds at the pleading stage because the complaint alleged a willful
violation and did not establish the limitations defense. The court dismissed the NJLAD disability-
discrimination and retaliation claims without prejudice as time barred, based on the plaintiff’s receipt

of a clear nonrenewal notice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss Plaintiff's Corrected Amended Complaint as time barred. The
court granted the motion in part as to the NJLAD claims and denied it
in part as to the FMLA claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construes the complaint in the plaintiff's favor,
disregards legal conclusions and unsupported accusations, and
determines whether the facts plausibly show entitlement to relief. A
statute-of-limitations defense may support dismissal at the pleading

stage only when the time bar is apparent on the face of the complaint.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the FMLA claim could be dismissed as time barred at the pleading stage because the complaint

did not plead sufficient facts to establish a willful violation and therefore a three-year limitations period.

2. Whether the NJLAD disability-discrimination and retaliation claims were time barred because the

written nonrenewal notice clearly informed Plaintiff that her employment would end on June 30, 2022.

3. Whether the nonrenewal notice could be considered on the Rule 12(b)(6) motion because it was integral

to or relied upon in the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The FMLA claim could not be dismissed on the limitations defense at the pleading stage. Because
willfulness affects the limitations period rather than constituting an element of the FMLA claim, Plaintiff
was not required to plead around the affirmative defense; dismissal was improper unless the complaint
itself established that the claim was time barred.

2. Counts Two and Three, asserting NJLAD disability discrimination and retaliation, were time barred and
were dismissed without prejudice. The limitations period began when Plaintiff received the clear written
nonrenewal notice on April 13, 2022, not when the Board later conducted a hearing or when Plaintiff's

employment ended.

3. The court could consider the nonrenewal notice at the pleading stage because it was integral to and

explicitly relied upon in the complaint, without converting the motion into one for summary judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The important thing is that Weatherly's complaint does not plead him out of court by establishing that the

alleged violations were not willful.”

“The Nonrenewal Notice was clear: Plaintiff was terminated effective June 30, 2022, and would not be

employed by MCVSD the following school year.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tammy Richards worked as a guidance counselor for the Monmouth County Vocational School District and
received positive performance evaluations before taking FMLA leave beginning October 1, 2021, after
experiencing severe mental-health symptoms. She returned to work on December 15, 2021, and alleged that
Defendants thereafter retaliated against her through negative performance reports and nonrenewal of her
employment contract. She received a written nonrenewal notice on April 13, 2022, which stated that her



employment would end on June 30, 2022, and later received a statement of reasons and a Board hearing. The

Board accepted the recommendation, and Richards worked her last day on June 30, 2022.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the original three-count Complaint on June 27, 2024. The court granted Defendants' first motion to
dismiss and allowed amendment. Plaintiff filed a Corrected Amended Complaint on April 15, 2025, reasserting

FMLA retaliation/interference, NJLAD disability discrimination, and NJLAD retaliation claims. On Defendants'
renewed motion to dismiss, the court denied dismissal of the FMLA claim, dismissed the NJLAD claims without

prejudice, and granted leave to amend.
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