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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland denied Safelite Group, Inc.’s motion for
summary judgment on Brittany Williams’ Title VII retaliation claim. The court also denied Safelite’s
motion for leave to assert allegedly unrelated misappropriation counterclaims and denied Williams’
motion to sever those counterclaims as moot.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a Title VII retaliation action. Defendant moved for
summary judgment and for leave to assert counterclaims based on
alleged misappropriation of confidential corporate information.
Plaintiff moved to sever the proposed counterclaims. The court denied
summary judgment, denied leave to amend to assert the counterclaims,
and denied the motion to sever as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when, viewing the evidence in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party, there is no genuine
dispute of material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court applied the McDonnell Douglas burden-
shifting framework to the Title VII retaliation claim and evaluated the
motion to amend under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 13(a) and
15(a)(2), including prejudice to the opposing party.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished

TOPICS

retaliation title vii employment discrimination summary judgment civil procedure



PRACTICE AREAS

employment law civil rights civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence created a genuine dispute of material fact as to Williams's Title VII retaliation
claim.

2. Whether Williams's complaint about sexualized comments constituted protected opposition under Title
VII.

3. Whether Safelite's investigation, final written warning, and reduced performance evaluation could
constitute materially adverse retaliation.

4. Whether the proposed misappropriation counterclaims were compulsory under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 13(a).

5. Whether Safelite should receive leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) to assert the
proposed counterclaims after discovery had closed.

HOLDINGS

1. A reasonable juror could find that Williams engaged in protected opposition because she reported
sexualized comments about her body and clothing that she reasonably believed constituted sexual
harassment.

2. An employment action need not affect the terms and conditions of employment to be materially adverse
for purposes of Title VII retaliation; it is sufficient if the action might have dissuaded a reasonable
worker from engaging in protected activity. The evidence was sufficient for a reasonable juror to find
that Safelite's investigation, reduced performance evaluation, and final written warning met that
standard.

3. Williams presented sufficient evidence for a reasonable juror to infer that Safelite's decisionmaker knew
of her protected activity and that a causal connection existed between her complaint and the adverse
actions.

4. Summary judgment was improper because the evidence would permit a factfinder to conclude that
Safelite's stated reasons for disciplining Williams were pretextual.

5. Safelite's proposed misappropriation counterclaims were not compulsory under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 13(a) because Safelite did not have the claims when the pleadings were served and the alleged
misappropriation did not arise from the same transaction or occurrence as Williams's retaliation claim.

6. Leave to amend was properly denied because adding the proposed counterclaims after discovery closed
would prejudice Williams, create delay and juror confusion, and was unnecessary because Safelite could
pursue the alleged misappropriation in a separate action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For retaliation, an action is sufficiently adverse even if it does not “affect the terms and conditions of
employment,” so long as the action “might have dissuaded a reasonable worker” from engaging in protected



activity.”

“While in the end, a jury may find Safelite’s reason for its formal disciplinary action to be well-warranted and
thus non-retaliatory, sufficient evidence compels that this decision be left to the trier of fact.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brittany Williams worked for Safelite for approximately ten years and ultimately became manager of its
Waldorf, Maryland store, where she generally received strong performance reviews. In February 2022, two
technicians made sexualized comments about Williams's body and clothing; she provided them Safelite's sexual-
harassment policy and reported the incident to management. Safelite investigated Williams's complaint but also
investigated her management style, then issued her a final written warning and reduced her performance
evaluation. Williams alleged that these actions retaliated against her for opposing sexual harassment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams filed a Title VII retaliation complaint after Safelite issued her a final written warning and reduced her
performance evaluation following her complaint about sexualized workplace comments. Safelite answered and
the parties engaged in discovery. After discovery closed, Safelite moved for summary judgment and sought leave
to add counterclaims concerning alleged 2025 misappropriation of trade secrets; Williams opposed and moved to
sever. The court denied all substantive motions.
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