UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS

Tyler P. Parrent v. Solvay Fluorides, LL.C

Parrent - No. 3:24-cv-01370-GCS - Decided March 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois denied Solvay Fluorides, LL.C’s

motion to dismiss Count V of Tyler P. Parrent’s amended complaint. The court held that although the

complaint did not adequately allege a religious-accommodation claim because it identified no

conflicting employment requirement, it sufficiently pleaded an alternative religious-harassment claim

under the Illinois Human Rights Act.
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Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss Count V of Plaintiff's amended complaint, which asserted
religious discrimination, failure to accommodate, and religious
harassment under the Illinois Human Rights Act.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts the complaint's
allegations as true and determines whether the complaint states a
plausible claim for relief. The complaint must provide fair notice and
allegations that plausibly suggest entitlement to relief above a

speculative level.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint adequately pleaded a religious-accommodation claim under the Illinois
Human Rights Act.

2. Whether the amended complaint adequately pleaded an alternative religious-harassment claim under the
[linois Human Rights Act.

3. Whether Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 permits Plaintiff to plead religious harassment in the

alternative without using explicit either-or language.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to state a religious-accommodation claim because it did not allege an

employment requirement that conflicted with Plaintiff's religious observances or practices.

2. The amended complaint stated a viable religious-harassment claim under the IHRA, so Count V could

not be dismissed in its entirety.

3. Rule 8 permits alternative pleading when the complaint uses language from which an alternative legal

theory can reasonably be inferred; explicit either-or wording is not required.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather, a complaint must use language from which it can be reasonably inferred that there is an alternative

pleading.” (at 5)

“Taking the allegations in the Amended Complaint as true, as the Court must at this stage, Plaintiff has stated
a viable harassment claim under the IHRA.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff worked as a technical services specialist for Solvay Fluorides from October 24, 2022, until his
termination on October 12, 2023. He observed the Jewish tradition of kashrut and raised his children in the
Jewish faith, and he informed Defendant of those religious preferences. Plaintiff alleged that employees
questioned and harassed him about his religious beliefs and decisions, including his choice to raise his daughter

in the Jewish faith, and emphasized that his religious preferences differed from those of other employees.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an amended complaint alleging, among other claims, that Solvay Fluorides violated the Illinois
Human Rights Act by discriminating against him based on religion. Defendant moved to dismiss Count V for
failure to state a claim. The court denied the motion, concluding that the failure-to-accommodate theory was

inadequately pleaded but that the complaint sufficiently pleaded an alternative religious-harassment claim.
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