UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS

Angela K. Sheets v. Greenville University

Sheets v. Greenville University - No. 3:23-cv-3754-MAB - Decided March 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois addresses Greenville University’s
Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss Angela K. Sheets’s claims under Title VII and Title IX. The court
dismisses the Title IX retaliation claim concerning assistant-coach assignments as preempted by Title

VII, while permitting the Title IX retaliation claim concerning the university’s athletic-complex plan to

proceed; the excerpt does not include the complete disposition of all claims.
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Plaintiff filed a Second Amended Complaint asserting Title IX

retaliation and Title VII sex-discrimination claims. Defendant moved
to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). The court
granted the motion as to Count I and denied it as to Counts II and III.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws permissible inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim
for relief. A complaint must provide fair notice and raise the plaintiff's

right to relief above the speculative level.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Sheets's Title IX retaliation claim based on her opposition to Greenville's assistant-coach
allocation policy was preempted by Title VII because it concerned alleged employment discrimination

against Sheets rather than discrimination against student athletes.

2. Whether Sheets adequately pleaded a Title IX retaliation claim based on her opposition to an athletic-

complex plan allegedly discriminating against female student athletes.

3. Whether Sheets adequately pleaded a Title VII sex-discrimination claim based on her termination.

HOLDINGS

1. Count I was preempted by Title VII because the alleged protected activity concerned discrimination in
Sheets's own employment, specifically the allocation of assistant coaches to head coaches, and did not

allege opposition to discrimination against female student athletes.

2. Count IIT adequately pleaded Title IX retaliation and was not preempted by Title VII. Sheets plausibly
alleged protected activity, a materially adverse action, and a but-for causal connection between her

opposition to sex-based discrimination against female student athletes and her termination.

3. Count II adequately pleaded a Title VII sex-discrimination claim. At the motion-to-dismiss stage, Sheets
was required to provide fair notice and plausibly allege that Greenville took a specific adverse
employment action against her because of her sex; she was not required to plead a full similarly situated

comparator showing or rebut potential nondiscriminatory reasons.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Specifically, to prevail on a Title IX retaliation claim, Plaintiff will need to show that: (1) she engaged in
protected activity under Title IX, (2) Greenville took a materially adverse action against her; and (3) there

was a but-for causal connection between the two.” (Discussion 1.b)

“Defendant Greenville University’s Motion to Dismiss is GRANTED in part and DENIED in part (Doc. 43).
Specifically, Greenville’s Motion to Dismiss is GRANTED as to Count I and that claim is DISMISSED with
prejudice. Conversely, Greenville’s Motion to Dismiss is DENIED as to Counts II and III and this action will

proceed on those claims.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Angela Sheets, a female softball coach at Greenville University, alleged that she received less assistant-coach
support than male head coaches and was terminated after opposing an athletic-complex plan that allegedly
favored men's sports and lacked comparable facilities for women. She alleged that Greenville investigated her

based on player reviews, failed to follow its Title IX procedures, and terminated her without explaining the



reasons. She was replaced by a male coach who allegedly received greater coaching support. The court accepted

these allegations as true for purposes of the motion to dismiss.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sheets filed the original complaint on November 21, 2023, and later filed a First Amended Complaint after
receiving an EEOC right-to-sue letter. The court previously dismissed the First Amended Complaint without
prejudice and granted leave to amend. Sheets filed the Second Amended Complaint, and Greenville moved to
dismiss. The court dismissed Count I with prejudice but allowed the Title VII claim in Count II and the Title IX

retaliation claim in Count III to proceed.
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